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about me and about the work of our
committee. He has been a very valu-
able tutor, friend, and companion dur-
ing the work of our Committee on Ap-
propriations since I have been on the
committee, since January of 1981. I
have learned a lot from him. I have
learned to respect him in terms of the
conscientious way he goes about car-
rying out his responsibilities to the
people of West Virginia and also to the
people of the United States as a U.S.
Senator. We can all study his career
and his dedication to public service
with great profit for our own interests.
We can be guided by his example and be
very proud of our work product if we
do.

Mr. President, at the appropriate
time, I will ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment be
agreed to and the bill as thus amended
be considered as original text for the
purpose of further amendment, and
that no points of order be waived by
the request. I give the Senate notice
that I will make that unanimous con-
sent request in due course, and it prob-
ably will occur immediately after our
break for the policy luncheons of the
respective parties of the Senate. I am
happy to yield to any other Senator
who wishes to make any comments. I
understand the Senator from Min-
nesota would like to speak as if in
morning business, and I yield the floor.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. COLEMAN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 442
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submission of Concurrent and Senate
Resolutions.”)

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield the floor.

———————

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:34 p.m.,
recessed until 2:17 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

————

MAKING EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2006—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3594

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are
now on the supplemental appropria-
tions bill. One of the issues raised in
the supplemental appropriations bill,
of course, is national defense. The pur-
pose of this bill is primarily to fund ef-
forts to fight terrorism and especially
to make sure that our troops in Iraq
and in Afghanistan have what they
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need in order to effectively fight ter-
rorism. A big part, however, of na-
tional defense is clearly border secu-
rity—being sure that we know who
comes into this country, know what
their purposes are when they come into
this country, and whether they are
coming into this country for the pur-
pose of visiting us or maybe partici-
pating in our economy or for the pur-
pose of doing us harm.

Unfortunately, we have for a number
of years experienced borders which are
very porous. That is a function of our
history—where we have always be-
lieved in open borders, especially with
our neighbors to the north and to the
south.

That has been one of our great atti-
tudes as a nation—that we are an invit-
ing nation, and we have always felt
strongly that we should have reason-
ably open borders. But in the post-9/11
world—and especially in light of the
dramatic number of people who have
been coming into our country ille-
gally—we can no longer tolerate that
approach, unfortunately. We need to
put more aggressive effort into making
sure that we know who is coming over
the borders and limiting those folks
coming over our borders to people who
want to come in here legally and who
do not want to do us harm.

As a result of that, we have under-
taken for the last couple of years an
aggressive effort to significantly in-
crease the number and the effort of our
Border Patrol agencies—Customs, Bor-
der Patrol, Coast Guard, and ICE. In
fact, over the last 1%2 years we have
dramatically increased funding for all
of these different agencies. This chart
lists those types of increases in those
prior supplementals and in the last ap-
propriations bill relative to border se-
curity. We increased Border Patrol
agents by 1,600. That is a lot. That is
an increase of over 10 percent in
agents, an increase in detention offi-
cers by 650 officers, investigators, and
detention beds—again, by almost 10
percent.

This is a significant ramping up of
the number of, for lack of a better
word, boots on the ground on our bor-
der—especially on our southern border.
That is exactly what we needed to do.
In fact, as we move into the outyears,
the administration—the President spe-
cifically—has made a strong commit-
ment to try to continue this increase
in our border security.

This chart reflects how many agents
we intend to add every year so that we
can make sure we have the necessary
personnel on the border in order to
make sure that we can limit dramati-
cally—in fact, basically stop—illegal
immigration into this country, espe-
cially along the southern border.

The reason we have added 1,500
agents so far—and we intend to add an-
other 1,500 or 2,000—and the reason we
are not adding more every year is be-
cause the infrastructure can’t handle
any more, to be honest with you. We
can’t train more, and we actually can’t
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find more agents. In many instances,
people who qualify—I have forgotten
the numbers. I think it is something
like 30,000 or 40,000 applications that
we have to go through in order to get
down to 1,500 agents.

It is actually hard to become a Bor-
der Patrol agent from a percentage
standpoint of the number of people ap-
plying for the job versus the number of
people who actually end up getting the
job. It is harder to become a Border Pa-
trol agent than it is to get into Har-
vard. That is because Border Patrol
agents require special skills. They are
talented people. And the type of folks
we want to draw into this responsi-
bility are people who have to have a
tremendous amount of ability and ex-
pertise, and they are very hard to find.
But they are good people, and we are
adding to them dramatically.

We intend to get the Border Patrol
up to 20,000 agents and an increase of
detention beds of another 10,000. We
will be literally able to control the
southern border. We will no longer
have this issue of people coming cross
the southern border in waves illegally.
Literally, we can stop that. We can do
it, and we intend to do it. There is no
issue about this. We intend to do this.
However, we have found in ramping up
the number of Border Patrol agents
they have run into a fairly significant
problem.

As an aside, I note that the only rea-
son we have been able to increase these
Border Patrol agents so dramatically is
because Senator COCHRAN, as chairman
of the full Appropriations Committee,
has allowed the subcommittee, which I
chair—the Homeland Security Sub-
committee—to get special allocations
in order to fund those.

It has really been out of his courtesy,
his energy, and the support of Senator
FRIST in this effort that we have been
successful in basically increasing these
numbers. We are on this path of basi-
cally being able to have enough boots
on the ground in the Border Patrol
area and Customs area and ICE area in
order to adequately control the border.

What we found going through this
process of expanding dramatically Bor-
der Patrol agents and Customs and ICE
agents is that the infrastructure to
support these people isn’t there. They
are driving old cars. For the most part
they are flying helicopters which are 20
years over their useful life. Customs is
actually flying airplanes that are 20,
30, or 40 years over their useful life. In
fact, just recently the Customs agency
was forced to basically ground all its
Customs planes for a brief period of
time, and the P-3 fleet, which is 40
years old, because these types of cracks
developed in their wings. They obvi-
ously couldn’t fly them. So they had to
repair all of them—or not all but those
that had this potential type of stress.

We have a very old fleet of aircraft.
They are not able to do the job.

Equally important, in the technology
area where we really should be more
aggressive and where we really have
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the capability of having a huge impact
along the border through surveillance
capabilities—not mnecessarily require
people, but it can be done by elec-
tronics such as unmanned aerial vehi-
cles—we only have one flying the bor-
der. Regrettably, that one crashed
today. It is ironic that we have this
amendment on the floor. The one UAV
we have actually crashed. So we don’t
really have unmanned aerial surveil-
lance. This is in the Arizona area.

We think actually we should not only
have one but that we should have a fair
number of UAVs on the border. The sit-
uation with the purchase and buildup
of UAVs is that if we are to stay with
the present budget projections, we
wouldn’t have the full compliment that
we would need for 4 or 5 years.

The amendment I offer today is an
amendment to try to address the cap-
ital needs of border security in the Cus-
toms account, in the Coast Guard ac-
count, in the Border Patrol account,
and in the ICE account—the capital
operational needs, not the people on
the ground but the capital needs which
are deemed to be in an emergency dis-
tress situation.

Why is this justifiable on this bill?
Because this bill is about defense, espe-
cially relative to terrorism. Yet fight-
ing the war in Iraq is critical to this
war on terrorism, and fighting the war
in Afghanistan is critical to the war on
terrorism, but I think equally impor-
tant is making sure that our borders
are secure.

That is as big an issue as we have
today in the area of fighting the war on
terrorism. We can’t be effective on that
issue unless we have the resources and
the people in order to take care of se-
curing the border. We are moving to-
ward getting the people, and we are
bringing them on line as fast as we can
in the context of our capability to hire
new people. But what we do not have is
the resources to be able to support
these folks.

This amendment will essentially ac-
complish that. It will add money for
airplanes, and specifically to try to ad-
dress the issue of flying all of these P-—
3s that are so old. The vast majority of
this money will be for aircraft—over
$700 million of it. It will add money for
purchasing more UAVs so we can get
these UAVs in the air sooner rather
than later.

It cost about $30 million to put one of
these up, to put the electronics behind
it and the command center behind it. It
will add money for purposes of con-
struction so that as we add these new
Border Patrol agents and these other
new agents in these other departments,
they will have the physical facilities to
be able to handle their day-to-day oper-
ational needs.

It will add cars and SUVs, which are
so critical, especially in some of these
harsh frontier-type environments
which they face along the border. It
adds helicopters. Almost all the heli-
copters they are flying today are 20
years over their useful life. We replace
those.
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In the area of the Coast Guard, it will
put in the water the type of boats they
need in order to chase down the boats
that are basically being used for illegal
transportation of people into this coun-
try. And it will also assist the Coast
Guard in advancing their aircraft capa-
bility in that area.

All of this is critical to putting in
place the infrastructure to make sure
that as we put the people on the
ground, they have the assets necessary
in order to effectively control the bor-
ders.

It is an emergency. These facilities
are either not there today, such as in
the case of UAVSs, or they are not work-
ing well today, such as in the case of
the P-3s, or they simply have not been
ungraded to the point of being effective
as we move forward with this larger ba-
sically human commitment on the
ground, such as in the case of head-
quarters and facilities for these folks
to work out of, helicopters to move
them around, and automobiles to move
them around, or fast craft for the Coast
Guard to use to get out there and do
their job.

It needs to be stressed that this
amendment is completely paid for. It is
paid for within the context of the
President’s initial presentation. The
President sent up here initially a $92
billion proposal for emergency spend-
ing for the purposes of fighting the war
on terror and addressing the issue of
Katrina. Of that $92 billion, approxi-
mately $69 billion was specifically for
fighting the war.

We have basically reallocated within
that $69 billion money to pay for this
initiative. I feel very strongly, as do
the cosponsors of this bill—and I will
get to who the cosponsors are of this
bill because it is important—that this
issue be addressed sooner rather than
later; that we give our Border Patrol
agents the tools they need, Customs
the tools they need, the Coast Guard
the tools they need, in order to secure
the border.

This will be a major step forward in
making sure we accomplish this goal.
The goal is to make sure, at least on
the southern border, that we know who
is coming across the border, that we
can control that border, and we do it in
the near term rather than waiting for
the long term.

It is a fully paid-for amendment,
keeping the proposal the President
sent up here, keeping the integrity of
that proposal, relative to the top line
number which was about $92.5 billion.
So this amendment is done in that con-
text. It does not take money from the
additions that came out of committee.
I happen to believe those additions
were inappropriate. I am hopeful they
will all fall by the wayside except for
the avian flu one which is a legitimate
emergency, and that when this bill is
completed, either in the Senate or in
the conference, it will be back to the
original number prepared by the Presi-
dent.

I suppose I could have gone into the
additional funding and taken it right
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out of that, but that would not be a le-
gitimate approach. I am trying to
make sure this offset is legitimate to
the initial number which was $92 bil-
lion.

This amendment is cosponsored by
myself, by the majority leader, Senator
FRIST, who has been a tremendous ad-
vocate for this type of initiative, and
by the senior Senator on the Demo-
cratic side, Senator BYRD, who also
happens to be the ranking member of
the Committee on Appropriations and
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Homeland Security. I
very much appreciate Senator BYRD’s
cosponsorship and obviously greatly
appreciate Senator FRIST’S cosponsor-
ship.

Again, I stress none of this would be
able to be accomplished had it not been
for the efforts which were well beyond
what one might have expected from the
Senator from Mississippi who a year
and a half ago—after the administra-
tion regrettably sent up a budget
which was woefully short because they
allocated incorrectly for homeland se-
curity—he came forward and gave us
an allocation which allowed us to put
in place the people on the ground, the
extra 1,500 border people, the extra
beds which we are now trying to give
to the backup facilities with what I
would call a capital funding initiative
for emergency capital needs of the Bor-
der Patrol. It was the Senator from
Mississippi, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, who was
able to get us on this path to a con-
structive and appropriate approach for
addressing the border issue.

I believe the amendment is at the
desk and I ask it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GREGG], for himself, Mr. FRIST, and Mr.
BYRD, proposes an amendment numbered
3594.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide, with an offset, emer-
gency funding for border security efforts)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE —BORDER SECURITY

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR BORDER SECURITY

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE
MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Secretary and Executive Management’’
to provide funds for the Office of Policy,
$2,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is solely for a contract with an independent
non-Federal entity to conduct a needs as-
sessment for comprehensive border security:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
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(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Chief Information Officer’’ to replace and
upgrade law enforcement communications,
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

UNITED STATES VISITOR AND IMMIGRATION
STATUS INDICATOR TECHNOLOGY

For an additional amount for ‘‘United
States Visitor and Immigration Status Indi-
cator Technology” to accelerate biometric
database integration and conversion to 10-
print enrollment, $60,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That none of
the additional appropriations made available
under this heading may be obligated until
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives re-
ceive and approve a plan for the expenditure
of such funds: Provided further, That the en-
tire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’, $180,000,000, of which
$80,000,000 is for border patrol vehicle re-
placement and $100,000,000 is for sensor and
surveillance technology: Provided, That none
of the additional appropriations made avail-
able under this heading may be obligated
until the Committees on Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
receive and approve a plan for expenditure of
these funds: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 402 of H. Con.
Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

AIR AND MARINE INTERDICTION, OPERATIONS,
MAINTENANCE, AND PROCUREMENT

For an additional amount for ‘“Air and Ma-
rine Interdiction, Operations, Maintenance,
and Procurement’ to replace air assets and
upgrade air operations facilities, $790,000,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
$40,000,000 is for helicopter replacement and
$750,000,000 is for recapitalization of air as-
sets: Provided, That none of the additional
appropriations made available under this
heading may be obligated until the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove an expenditure plan for the complete
recapitalization of Customs and Border Pro-
tection air assets and facilities: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated as
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress),
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2006.

CONSTRUCTION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion’’, $120,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That none of the addi-
tional appropriations made available under
this heading may be obligated until the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove a plan for expenditure for these funds:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.
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IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’ to replace vehicles,
$80,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Acquisition,
Construction, and Improvements’ for acqui-
sition, construction, renovation, and im-
provement of vessels, aircraft, and equip-
ment, $600,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Acquisition,
Construction, Improvements, and Related
Expenses’ for construction of the language
training facility referenced in the Master
Plan and information technology infrastruc-
ture improvements, $18,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the
entire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE
REDUCTION IN FUNDING

SEC. . (a) REDUCTION.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the aggregate
amount provided by chapter 3 of title I of
this Act and chapter 3 of title II of this Act
may not exceed $68,962,188,000.

(b) INAPPLICABILITY TO AMOUNTS FOR MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to amounts provided by chapter 3 of
title I of this Act and chapter 3 of title II of
this Act for military construction.

Mr. GREGG. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Georgia has indicated he
wishes to speak on the amendment and
I defer to him.

Mr. ISAKSON. I commend the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire,
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, on the offering of this amend-
ment for the emergency supplemental.
This is so important.

We went through 2 weeks of debate
prior to the Easter recess where we
ended up doing nothing on the issue of
immigration and illegal immigration.
We did nothing because there was a
fear in this country and there is a fear
in this Senate that no matter what we
do, if we do not fix the borders first, se-
cure the borders first, there is no way
whatever to have true, meaningful im-
migration reform legislation.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on the Budget, in his origi-
nal budget document and now again in
this amendment, is proposing exactly
what the United States of America
must do; that 1is, appropriate the
money to fulfill the promises to secure
the border so we can gain control of
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our immigration system and return to
a system where people come to this
country to work and to enjoy new lives
and prosperity legally, where our bor-
ders are secure and our Nation is more
secure.

I rise for a moment to point out that
this amendment in and of itself to this
emergency supplemental is, without
question, the most significant compo-
nent to the issue of illegal immigration
and gaining control of our borders. I
urge all of my colleagues in this Sen-
ate, when this amendment comes to a
vote, to vote in favor of it. Only
through appropriating the money and
actually spending the money to make
the investment, to improve the eyes in
the skies in terms of unmanned aerial
vehicles, to improve the boots on the
ground, to more Border Patrol offi-
cers—the only way to do it is not with
promises of authorizations but with
the commitment of appropriations.

I commend the Senator from New
Hampshire. I thank the Chair for the
time. I urge all Senators to vote in
favor of this amendment to secure the
borders of the United States of Amer-
ica.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment be agreed to, that the bill
as thus amended be considered as origi-
nal text for the purpose of further
amendment, and that no points of
order be waived by this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The committee amendment in the
nature if a substitute was agreed to.)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the cooperation of Senators in
laying this groundwork for the further
consideration and debate of this bill. I
particularly appreciate the comments
of the Senator from New Hampshire
with respect to the situation regarding
funding for border security activities,
programs, and equipment necessary to
help guarantee the strict enforcement
of our laws and to ensure integrity of
our borders. His suggestion in this
amendment is going to result in a
major step forward in achieving our
goals.

His comments about our efforts when
the Department of Homeland Security
was initially established and funding
for various activities under the juris-
diction of that Department are appre-
ciated very much, but his leadership is
demonstrating we can do a better job.
He has made another suggestion in the
offering of this amendment that carries
out that past practice of identifying
ways to use funds wisely, make invest-
ments in equipment, personnel, and
strategies that will lead to a higher
level of security for our country.

The offset identified in the bill for
adding this money takes it away from



April 25, 2006

certain Defense appropriations activi-
ties. We have consulted with the chair-
man of that subcommittee, the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska, Mr. STE-
VENS, and this offset can be accommo-
dated, I have been advised, and without
doing detriment to any military activi-
ties funded in this bill.

Unless there is a Senator who wishes
to be heard in opposition or requesting
a vote on this amendment, I rec-
ommend this amendment be accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I have no objections
to the amendment of the Senator from
New Hampshire and would be fully sup-
portive of it.

I will speak on another issue for
about 5 minutes. I thank my colleague
from West Virginia, our great leader,
for ceding the time.

From one end of New York to the
other, all the talk this past week has
been on the high price of gasoline, the
high price of oil, the high price of all
petroleum products. Oil prices went up
to $75 a barrel. Gasoline went up 40
cents in 1 month.

This is not only burning a hole in
people’s wallets and pocketbooks, but
it is also putting a real crimp in our
economy. In upstate New York, in New
York City, we depend on tourism.
Fewer people will drive, fewer people
will come. People are making decisions
not to buy that extra outfit of clothes
for youngsters, not to take the trip to
see the grandkids because of the high
price of gas and oil.

Yet, today, when the President spoke
about this issue for the first time, we
did not hear what we needed to hear.
The President seems to think that
gouging is a problem of the corner gas
station. It is not. It is a problem of the
dwindling number of large behemoth
0il companies. We did not hear from
the President the five words we need to
hear: Get tough with big oil.

That is the problem. Of course we
have a supply and demand problem. We
know that. The big o0il companies,
faced with no competition, take advan-
tage of every twist and turn. Katrina
occurs and the price naturally would
have gone up, but it goes up higher,
stays high longer, and spreads to more
areas than need be because the oil com-
panies are taking advantage.

Now we have had the changeover to
summer fuels. Again, that cuts down
production for a short period of time.
But the big oil companies take advan-
tage and keep the price high for too
long. Over the last 5 years, never has
production been as low as it has been
today and stayed so low.

The bottom line is simple. We let—
and this happened under Republican
and Democratic Presidents—we let 20
0il companies become only 5. When
there are so few, there is no competi-
tion. And who pays the price? The
American consumer and the American
economy.

The record profits are not an acci-
dent or part of free market capitalism.
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When you have so few energy Dpro-
ducers, you are going to be taken ad-
vantage of. That is what the average
citizen has found.

To ask for an FTC investigation, as
the President did, about gouging, with-
out mentioning big oil, does not make
sense because it sure as heck is not the
corner gasoline station.

The bottom line is we need to do
three things: First, we most definitely
need to conserve much more than we
have. The fact that China’s miles per
gallon standards are higher than ours—
and China is hardly an environmental
country; they are doing it for economic
purposes—should make us hang our
heads in shame. We need a crash pro-
gram to find new energy sources.

I, for one, am not averse to finding
more fossil fuels while we wait for the
new energy source to come online. The
amount of money the President has
proposed in this budget to do that is
paltry.

Finally, we should, for the first time,
seriously consider breaking up the big
oil companies. As long as they have a
stranglehold on us, we are not going to
solve this problem. As long as they
want to have fossil fuels be the domi-
nant way we power ourselves and keep
the prices high as possible and work in
cahoots with places such as OPEC, we
are not going to solve this problem.
When there were 20 competitors, we al-
ways faced the fact that 2 or 3 would
say I am going to expand market share
by keeping the price a little lower. Not
anymore. It does not happen.

When you ask, why have things got-
ten so much worse with oil prices and
gasoline prices, part of it is supply and
demand, but part of it is we let the
antidote to collusion and gouging—
good old-fashioned American competi-
tion—go by the wayside in the oil in-
dustry.

At some point I will be offering an
amendment that we do a serious study
about whether to and how to break up
big oil as was once done about 100 years
ago. I don’t think there is any other so-
lution that makes sense.

From President Bush, we finally
heard some talk. But talk is cheap. The
price of gasoline is not. We need seri-
ous action on conservation, on new en-
ergy sources, and on dealing with big
oil if we are going to solve this problem
and keep America as strong as possible.

I thank my colleague from West Vir-
ginia and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the very able Senator.

Last month, the Senate began debate
on immigration and border security
legislation, part of which would au-
thorize a whole host of items intended
to secure our borders. The legislation
would authorize the hiring of addi-
tional Border Patrol agents. The legis-
lation would authorize the hiring of ad-
ditional immigration enforcement
agents and detention officers. The leg-
islation would authorize border surveil-

S3479

lance technology and unmanned aerial
vehicles.

However, the immigration bill is just
an authorization bill. Now, if we are se-
rious about border security, we must
approve real dollars—real dollars.

Together with our colleague, Senator
LARRY CRAIG, and with the support of
my Homeland Security Subcommittee
chairman, Senator JUDD GREGG, I led
the effort in the Senate last year to ap-
propriate hard dollars to begin to put
real teeth into our border security
agenda. We did not merely authorize
the hiring of more Border Patrol
agents; we appropriated hard cash,
hard dollars to hire 500 more Border
Patrol agents as well as more immigra-
tion enforcement agents and detention
officers. The administration opposed
this effort. But those 500 Border Patrol
agents have been hired. They have been
trained. They are now deployed on our
borders defending our Nation and mak-
ing us more secure.

As we continue to hire more Border
Patrol agents and other immigration
enforcement officials, we need to give
them the tools they need to do their
job. Yes. We need to start paying for
those tools now so they will be avail-
able as more and more Border Patrol
agents and immigration enforcement
officials are hired and trained.

The Border Patrol needs new heli-
copters because the average age of its
helicopters is nearly 40 years. The av-
erage age of our Customs primary
fixed-wing aircraft is 30 years. All of
our border enforcement officials, in-
cluding the newly hired officials, need
more vehicles, including all-terrain ve-
hicles, high-endurance vehicles, and
more buses to transport and remove il-
legal aliens. More radios are needed
and other communications equipment,
especially for those individuals oper-
ating in remote desert areas along our
border.

Customs and Border Protection has a
requirement for 18 unmanned aerial ve-
hicles or UAVs. The immigration bill
authorizes more UAVs, but until this
morning, we had only one UAV oper-
ating on our border.

At 5:49 a.m. this morning, where were
you? I was asleep. I bet you were, too.
At 5:49 a.m. this morning, that one
UAV crashed—get that, now—it
crashed in the Arizona desert. Clearly,
one UAV system is not adequate.

The amendment that Homeland Se-
curity Chairman GREGG is offering this
afternoon provides $1.9 billion—$1.9 bil-
lion—in real dollars for our aging bor-
der security infrastructure. As ranking
member on the Homeland Security
Subcommittee, I support that funding.
It provides $120 million for fencing and
tactical border infrastructure, includ-
ing an additional $20 million for the
fence being constructed in San Diego.
It provides—hear me, now—3$790 million
for new helicopters, fixed-wing air-
craft, UAVs, and the facilities to house
and maintain them. It provides $60 mil-
lion for replacement vehicles for our
border and immigration personnel. It
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provides over $150 million for commu-
nications equipment and sensors and
cameras and other technology along
our border. That ain’t all, either. That
ain’t all. You better believe it. It pro-
vides $60 million to expedite the inter-
operability of the FBI and Homeland
Security fingerprint databases so that
we can have greater confidence about
whom we allow to enter this country.

We know that as security at our land
borders is tightened, illegal aliens,
drug runners, and, yes, terrorists also—
terrorists—will turn to our waterways
for entry into this country, our coun-
try.

According to Coast Guard statistics,
the flow of illegal aliens through our
waterways has more than doubled in
the last 10 years, and it will continue
to grow. It will continue to grow. The
administration has concluded that
international migration ‘‘will be one of
the most important factors affecting
maritime security through the next 10
years’ and that ‘‘a significant commit-
ment of security resources’ is nec-
essary. Yet—could you believe it—the
President did not request any supple-
mental money for the Coast Guard to
repair, replace, or enhance its ships, its
planes, and its helicopters.

The Coast Guard secures our water-
ways, but the Coast Guard is doing it
with ships and planes that, in some
cases, date back to World War II. Man,
that is a long time. How about that—
doing it with ships and planes that, in
some cases, date back to World War II?
This has resulted in a huge gap be-
tween operational commitments and
operational capabilities. For instance,
total Coast Guard patrol boat hours
were only 75,000 in 2004, compared to
100,000 hours in 1998. Under the admin-
istration’s deepwater modernization
plan, this gap will not be closed until
2012. Now, I wonder if I will be around
that long. This gap will not be closed
until 2012, at the earliest. How about
that? Do you believe it? How about
that?

Current Coast Guard maritime patrol
airplanes can only provide half of the
hours required to meet operational
commitments. At the same time, fund-
ing constraints require maintenance on
Coast Guard ships and planes to be de-
ferred more and more every year. You
may not be around that long, either.
No. Who knows? From fiscal years 2001
to 2005, the Coast Guard deferred over
$121 million in maintenance needed for
its surface fleet and $159 million in
maintenance needed for its air assets.

The administration has ignored this
problem—ignored this problem—for too
long. Recent budget requests by this
administration have allowed this crisis
to fester, and fester. The pending
amendment provides $600 million to ac-
celerate the Coast Guard’s program to
modernize its fleet of ships and planes.

This funding will provide for seven
additional maritime patrol airplanes
and three new patrol boats. The fund-
ing in the amendment would also allow
the Coast Guard to retrofit and arm its
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helicopters, refurbish existing medium
endurance ships, accelerate the produc-
tion of new medium endurance ships,
and provide the technology necessary
for commanders to speak to each other
through a common operating environ-
ment. This level of funding is con-
sistent with the recently filed Coast
Guard authorization conference report.

The President often says that we live
in a post-9/11 world. Frankly, the Coast
Guard’s fleet of ships and planes is fit
for the last century. To properly secure
the maritime domain, the Coast Guard
needs a fleet fit for this century—the
here and now, this century.

If we are truly serious—and I hope we
are—about securing our borders and
not just engaging in rhetoric and hot
air, then we will put real dollars—real
dollars—where the rubber hits the
road.

So, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Gregg amend-
ment, the amendment offered by Sen-
ator JUDD GREGG, of which I am a prin-
cipal cosponsor.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know
of no further Senators seeking recogni-
tion on this amendment. I, too, support
it.

I am advised that the leader wants to
speak on the amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are on the Gregg amendment
now, and that will proceed under some
fashion or form. I wish to take a few
minutes to talk about an amendment I
will offer when this amendment is dis-
pensed with one way or the other.

I wish to announce my intention to
offer an amendment to this supple-
mental bill to ensure that Federal
funding appropriated for workforce in-
vestment is used to help people in gen-
uine need and not to pay exorbitant
salaries or bonuses to program execu-
tives.

The amendment I will be offering
would address a gross abuse of Federal
funds that was exposed recently in a
State audit of the Central Iowa Em-
ployment and Training Consortium, or
CIETC. The audit showed that three
executives of this program were paid
nearly $1.8 million over the past 2%
years. The chief executive officer alone
received almost $800,000 in salary and
bonuses over that period of time, which
is nearly 8 times the salary paid to the
Governor of Iowa.

Obviously, these levels of compensa-
tion are exorbitant and outrageous.
What happened at CIETC is a scan-
dalous abuse of the public funds and of
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the public trust. It is also scandalous
that these inflated salaries, technically
speaking, may not be illegal under cur-
rent law. The law states that execu-
tives in workforce enactment programs
will be paid a ‘‘reasonable’ salary. Un-
fortunately, that is a very elastic defi-
nition. There will always be a few bad
apples, people who will stretch that
definition in ways that are clearly un-
ethical and wrong, even if not tech-
nically illegal.

On that score, CIETC is the only
abuse that has come to light so far, to
my knowledge. It is sort of the one bad
apple in a program with an otherwise
outstanding track record. Even one
case of abuse is one too many. My
amendment will ensure that there is no
repetition of this very unfortunate in-
cident.

To that end, my amendment encour-
ages States to set maximum compensa-
tion levels for individuals employed by
programs funded under the Workforce
Investment Act, taking into account
factors such as the State’s cost of liv-
ing, compensation levels for com-
parable State or local government em-
ployees, and the size of a State’s job
training program. In cases where a
State fails to set a maximum salary,
my amendment would impose a nation-
wide maximum equal to the Federal
executive level of salary.

After the State audit of the Central
Iowa Employment and Training Con-
sortium was released on March 31, I
urged the U.S. Department of Labor in-
spector general to launch a thorough
investigation, and that investigation is
now in progress. In addition, Iowa’s
State government is conducting a par-
allel investigation. I asked both the
Federal and State investigators to re-
port back to me with recommendations
for preventing a repeat of the abuse
that has occurred at CIETC. However,
we can and should act now to fix the
glaring problem here, which is the ab-
sence of any fixed ceiling on executive
compensation in Workforce Investment
Act programs.

Again, my preference, and the way
the amendment is structured, would be
for each State to set their compensa-
tion level. In cases where States fail to
act, my amendment would set a max-
imum executive salary level across the
Nation at executive level 2, which
would be $165,000 a year maximum;
that is salary and bonuses, total com-
pensation. As I said, that is equivalent
to the Federal level 2 compensation.

Now, why did we pick that? Because
that is the same maximum level that
was set a few years ago for salaries in
the Head Start Program when we un-
covered a similar kind of abuse that
was going on in the Head Start Pro-
gram. So that is the level there. There
had been several isolated incidents of
exorbitant salaries in the Head Start
Program and they have stopped,
thanks to that salary cap.

Clearly, $165,000 a year is a very sub-
stantial salary, but it might be appro-
priate in certain circumstances; for ex-
ample, in the case of an executive who
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is administering a very large Work-
force Investment Act program, or one
that is located in a high-cost city or
State.

We need to establish executive com-
pensation caps in the WIA-funded pro-
grams. As a ranking member of the
Senate subcommittee that funds job
training, I find it hard to get that fund-
ing. I fight hard because I know that
quality job training provides a ladder
or ramp of opportunity to many thou-
sands of hard-pressed Americans, in-
cluding individuals with disabilities
and people who are laid off due to plant
closings.

Workforce Investment Act programs
have proved themselves to be enor-
mously effective. They have earned
broad bipartisan support.

There are four core programs under
title I of the act:

No. 1, assistance to disadvantaged
adults, including people with disabil-
ities, to assist them in entering the
workforce;

No. 2, assistance to dislocated work-
ers;

No. 3, training and placement serv-
ices for job seekers; and

No. 4, assistance to low-income
youths under the age of 21, including
tutoring, dropout prevention, job train-
ing, and adult mentoring.

Funding for Workforce Investment
Act programs is chronically scarce and
inadequate. On the one hand, we want
the discretion to pay salaries that will
attract talented administrators, and
we need to keep in mind local cost of
living considerations. But it is unac-
ceptable—it is a betrayal of the public
trust—when unethical individuals use
scarce WIA funds to pay themselves in-
flated and totally unjustified salaries
and bonuses. Current law creates an
opening that makes this kind of abuse
possible. But by setting a nationwide
compensation cap that would include
not only salaries but bonuses, we can
prevent future abuse.

That is the purpose of my amend-
ment. I think it is urgently needed. I
had a conversation a little bit ago with
Senator ENSIGN, who has been working
on the Workforce Investment Act reau-
thorization bill. My staff is working to-
gether with his at this time to make
sure that what we are trying to do cor-
responds. Now, you might say maybe
we should wait until WIA is reauthor-
ized. I hope it is, but the year is
clicking by and we have a lot on our
plate. It is a short work year. I am not
sure if we are going to get it done. I
might add that in the Job Corps Pro-
gram there is also a compensation cap,
and that is a level 1. Head Start was
level 2. So we thought for Workforce
Investment Act job training programs
it ought to be probably at about level
2, maximum. Keep in mind, States can
set it lower than that. It is based upon
the size of the job and the cost of living
factors and other factors. But they
cannot go over that. That is what hap-
pened in Iowa. Unethical people were
paying themselves, in one case, up to
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$800,000 per annum in salaries and bo-
nuses, which is 8 times what the Gov-
ernor makes.

So I intend to offer this amendment
at some point later on when the Gregg
amendment is disposed of in some fash-
ion or another. I hope I can have the
support of my colleagues in adopting
this salary cap on Workforce Invest-
ment Act programs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are
on the supplemental appropriations
bill, I understand. I heard the presen-
tations by the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee and the ranking
member earlier today. I would be re-
miss if I didn’t first compliment both
of them. This is not an easy job. It is
difficult putting together legislation
such as this and bringing it to the floor
of the Senate. I compliment Senator
COCHRAN and Senator BYRD for their
diligent work.

I know that others will speak at
some length about various pieces of
this bill. I know the bill itself is con-
troversial. I know there will be amend-
ments perhaps to strip provisions that
are in the bill. I wish to speak specifi-
cally about legislation that I added,
along with Senator BURNS and others
on the Appropriations Committee,
dealing with agricultural disasters. I
wish to do that because I think there is
a feeling by some that somehow this
extra money that is a part of this legis-
lation to try to respond to agricultural
disasters or disasters faced by family
farmers is something called pork, as
some would put it, or is unnecessary, is
extraneous, is unworthy. I wish to talk
about that.

There is not a lot of talk on the floor
of the Senate about family farming be-
cause I think, with the exception of
perhaps one person here, we are not
farmers. We don’t get up in the morn-
ing on the farm. We don’t milk cows in
the morning. We don’t check the cattle
at night. We are Senators. We work
here on the floor of the Senate. We give
speeches, go to committee hearings,
and travel back and forth on weekends,
but we don’t run a family farm.

Family farmers in this country by
their very nature are risk takers. They
don’t know what is ahead. They are
going to plant a seed and hope it grows.
They plant a seed in the spring, and
they hope that somehow they will har-
vest in the fall. They hope that after
they plant that seed, they will get
enough rain but, they hope, not too
much rain. They hope they don’t face a
drought. If they get just enough rain,
then they get a crop. Then they hope
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when they get the crop that between
when the rains come and the crops are
ready to harvest, they don’t have bugs,
they don’t have grasshoppers, they
don’t have disease on that crop. And
then if, by chance, they are able to har-
vest that grain, they truck it to the el-
evator, and they are told by the eleva-
tor: This is the price. This is what the
world price is. This is what the market
price is. This is what the posted price
is. If it is not what you expect, if it is
below what it cost you to produce it,
that is tough luck, that is the price.

So farmers take all those risks. Be-
cause they are substantial, we have de-
cided for many decades in this country
to build a bridge across those price val-
leys, to say to farmers: When times get
tough, you are not alone. You are liv-
ing out there on the land, under the
yard light all by yourself taking those
risks, and we want you to know when
times get tough, this country wants to
keep farmers on the farm. That is why
we have a farm program.

The farm program used to have a dis-
aster title. It doesn’t any longer. I wish
it did. I think it should, but it doesn’t.
We have had to do disaster programs
now on an ad hoc basis. So we added a
disaster provision to this supplemental
appropriations bill. We do that because
we have had weather-related disasters
all around the country. In the Gulf
Coast we had a devastating disaster,
perhaps the worst natural disaster in
the history of this country, called Hur-
ricane Katrina. I can’t pretend to know
what it did to the Gulf of Mexico, to
the people who live in the Gulf Coast
region, in Louisiana and Mississippi
and elsewhere. But my heart goes out
to them, and I have wanted to be a part
of everything that is done here in the
Congress to extend our hand to them to
say: You are not alone. This country
wants to help. This country insists on
helping in a time of need.

Family farmers in the gulf, I under-
stand, got hit hard as well and, in
many cases, lost their entire crops,
just gone. We should and we will, and
with this legislation, we did provide
help to them. With this legislation, we
say: If you planted a crop or if you
couldn’t plant a crop and your crop was
destroyed, we are going to help you
with a disaster plan. Our point was
that there are farmers in the gulf who
desperately need help, and there are
farmers in other parts of the country
who need help as well.

I want to show you a couple of pic-
tures. This is of a little town called
Souris, ND. This town called Souris,
ND, as you can see, was inundated with
water in June of 2005, with torrential
rains that were just devastating, tor-
rential rains that came to this area
and several other areas of my State.
The result was over 1 million acres—
over 1 million acres—couldn’t even be
planted. Those farmers who had those
acres, they didn’t have a crop. They
had a building and a family and a yard
light, but they had nothing to harvest
because they couldn’t get anything
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planted. Another nearly 1 million acres
was planted and then washed away by
these torrential rains.

Another scene in Souris, ND. I could
show many pictures of exactly the
same circumstance in parts of my
State that suffered devastating flood-
ing. These farmers need help. Other
farmers in States such as Illinois, for
example, where they had the third dri-
est year last year since 1895, are facing
a drought. They too need help.

Last December, I offered a disaster
amendment to the Defense Appropria-
tions bill when we were in conference.
The Senate conferees accepted it, and
the House conferees rejected it. That is
what brought us to this position on
this emergency supplemental of offer-
ing another disaster bill. The support
in bringing that package to the floor of
the Senate by Senator COCHRAN, who
has always been a very strong advocate
and supporter of family farming and
American agriculture, and the support
by Senator BYRD and others when we
offered this in the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee, was very heartening.
It was approved unanimously in the
Appropriations Committee. So it now
exists on the floor of the Senate. It is,
in many cases, the distance between
being able to continue farming and
being forced off the land for a good
many families in this country.

We have a fellow in North Dakota
named Rodney Nelson who writes. He
is a farmer and a rancher in Elmont,
ND. He wrote a question once. He wrote
a question on a piece of paper, and then
asked this. He said: What is it worth?

He was talking about farming. He
said: What is it worth? What is it worth
for a kid to know how to weld a seam?
What is it worth for a kid to know how
to build a lean-to? What is it worth for
a kid to know how to drive a tractor,
grease a combine? What is it worth for
a kid to know how to butcher a hog?
What is it worth for a kid to know all
of these things? What is it worth for a
kid to know how to teach a calf to suck
milk from a pail? What is that worth?
What is it worth to have a kid know
how to plum a door? What is that
worth?

We know what it was worth in the
Second World War. This country sent
millions of young men, particularly off
America’s farms, all around the world
to fight. They could do anything. They
could fix machinery, they could over-
haul an engine, they could do any-
thing. They knew how to weld, they
knew how to build, they could do any-
thing. There is only one university in
America where they teach that, and
that is the American family farm. It is
the only place where you get that edu-
cation. And the question is, What is it
worth? What is it worth to a country?

That is the question I ask when we
offer legislation to say that when fam-
ily farmers get hit by torrential rains
or drought, when family farmers get
hit by devastating occurrences of
weather that destroy their crops, de-
stroy their ability to make a living,
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the question then is, Will Congress
want to help? Should Congress help?

The answer, in my judgment, is yes.
It is important not just for those fami-
lies living out on the farm; it is impor-
tant for the character of this country.

There was a wonderful author who
wrote some remarkable books about
small towns and family farms, and he
talked about the seedbed of family val-
ues in America, in American history
coming from family farms. And that
seedbed of family values that comes
from family farms and rolls on to small
towns and big cities and nurtures and
refreshes the character of this country
is something that is very important to
that which we call America. That is
why the desire that I and my col-
leagues, Republicans and Democrats
alike, have to offer a disaster piece on
this emergency supplemental bill is so
important. This isn’t about words; it is
about saying to families who were dev-
astated by weather disasters, who are
living out on the farm, far from town,
under a yard light, struggling to try to
make a living, raising a family, to say
to them: We understand what you are
facing. You are not alone, and we want
to help. That is why this piece is in
this legislation.

Again, I compliment the chairman
and I compliment the ranking member
for their work.

Let me mention one additional piece.
A number of my colleagues today have
mentioned the energy issue, particu-
larly with respect to the price of gas
and oil and the price of fuel. There
isn’t anybody hurt much more than
family farmers with what is happening
to the price of energy, and the price of
gas and diesel, especially. Family
farmers are heavy users of fuel. It is
the way they plant their crop in the
spring, and it is the way they take
their crop out in the fall, with the
heavy use of fuel and the heavy use of
nitrogen and fertilizer. So there is no-
body that is hurt more by what is hap-
pening with the price of gas and oil
than family farmers. It is devastating
to them.

This legislation also includes a par-
tial offset with respect to a percent of
direct payment that farmers receive as
a result of what is happening on energy
prices. But with respect to that, I want
to make another point. We hear these
days that what is happening with re-
spect to the price of gas and oil is the
function of the market. There is no
market price that is a fair market
price for oil. First, you have OPEC
ministers that sit around a table from
OPEC countries and talk about how
much we should produce and how much
we expect to get for it. That is No. 1.
That is called a cartel; that is not a
free market.

Second, we have oil companies. They
used to have one name, now two
names, and sometimes three names.
Why? Because they all got married, de-
cided to merge; big, blockbuster mega
mergers, bigger and stronger, with
more raw muscle in the marketplace.
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Third is the futures market which is
supposed to be a market that estab-
lishes pricing strategies, but the fact is
it has become an orgy of speculation. It
is an unbelievable orgy of speculation.

So you have three things: The OPEC
ministers, the bigger o0il companies,
bigger by merger, and then a massive
amount of speculation on the futures
market. Then we are told: Here is the
price of oil, it is $73. If you don’t like
it, tough luck. If you don’t like it, you
do not understand; it is the free mar-
ket. That is total baloney. There is no
free market here. All the pain is on the
side of the consumers who pay 50 bucks
or 60 bucks for a tank of gas, and it is
like hooking a hose right up to the
pocketbook of the American people to
suck money right into the treasury of
Exxon. That is what this is about. I am
not anti-oil. We produce oil in our
State. We also are heavy users of en-
ergy in our State. But what I am feel-
ing strongly about is not about profits,
it is about profiteering.

When companies decide they are
going to ride this price in a way that
injures the American people—and I be-
lieve what is happening today does do
injury to the American people and is
unfair and is not part of the so-called
capitalistic market system—then I
think Congress has a responsibility to
act.

The President said this morning the
Federal Trade Commission should do
an investigation. I and a couple of my
colleagues wrote a piece of legislation
last year that became law as part of
the Energy bill that requires the Fed-
eral Trade Commission to do the inves-
tigation. If the President had called
the FTC, he would have understood
that they have been doing an investiga-
tion and will report sometime toward
the end of May.

I have to confess, however, that I be-
lieve the Federal Trade Commission
has been dead largely from the neck up
for some long while. I don’t expect
great results at the end of May, but,
nonetheless, they are required and will
be reporting the results of an inves-
tigation sometime in mid to late May.

I believe there should be investiga-
tions. I believe the issue of market ma-
nipulation is real. When you have mar-
ket manipulation or potential price
gouging, the way the system works in
this country, there ought to be a mech-
anism by which you investigate it and
take action if necessary. But I believe
in the meantime, when the price of oil
goes where it has gone, and where, with
the historical circumstance that in
2004, at $40 a barrel average price, the
o0il industry had the highest profits in
their history; and now with the price of
oil at $65 and $70 and $72 a barrel, we
have profits far in excess of that, de-
spite the fact that the oil companies
haven’t done anything to generate
those profits. They have just come. I
believe those profits above the $40-a-
barrel pricetag is a windfall.

The oil companies say: Well, we need
all those profits because we are sinking



April 25, 2006

that back into the ground to look for
more energy. If they were doing that, I
wouldn’t be here talking. But that is
not what they are doing. They are buy-
ing back their own stock. They are
drilling for oil on Wall Street. And, oh,
by the way, there is no o0il on Wall
Street. That doesn’t come from me,
that comes from Business Week: Drill-
ing for oil on Wall Street, and that is
all about using the capital on Wall
Street to become bigger through merg-
ers, buying back stock, drilling for oil
on Wall Street, or paying a retired
CEO, according to press reports, up to
$400 million for a retirement package.
That is not a golden parachute, that is
a platinum parachute, one that I have
not heard of before.

Does that anger the American peo-
ple? It sure does, and they have a right
to be angry. Something is wrong with
this system.

My colleague, Senator DODD, and I
offered an amendment last year that
would have imposed a windfall profits
rebate on profits above $40 a barrel at
which price the oil companies have the
largest profits in their entire history,
and then we said this: But if those prof-
its are used to sink back into the
ground for additional exploration or to
build refineries above ground, if those
profits are invested back to expand the
supply of energy which will inevitably,
hopefully, reduce the price of energy,
the price of gasoline, then they will not
be subject to the windfall rebate. If the
o0il companies, in short, are doing what
they say they are doing, then they will
not be affected. If they are not, if they
are buying back their stock and drill-
ing for oil on Wall Street and paying
executives $400 million for a retirement
package, then they get hit with a wind-
fall profits rebate. All of the money
will be sent back to the American con-
sumer as a rebate. All of it.

It is not a revenue-raising measure.
It is not designed for the purpose of
raising money for the Government. It
is designed for the purpose of righting
a wrong: Taking the windfall profits
and sending it back to the consumers
as rebates from whence it came.

We expect to offer that again. We
didn’t succeed last fall. I suppose some-
one could make the point that you
didn’t succeed because it wasn’t a very
good idea. I would disagree strongly. I
think it is the right idea. My hope
would be that when we offer it again on
this supplemental that we will be suc-
cessful. One way or another, I think
the American people want this Con-
gress and this President to stand for
their interests.

I know we have larger energy prob-
lems, longer term energy problems; I
understand all that. We have price-
gouging legislation, and we have all
kinds of issues that we need to deal
with. A good start would have been in
early 2001 with the meetings for which
we still have not received public infor-
mation. Notwithstanding that, we are
where we are today and we need to find
our way out of this. The point I was
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trying to make is that no industry, no
group of people are hurt more, in my
judgment, than family farmers. All
Americans are facing pretty stiff pen-
alties with these prices, but family
farmers are devastated by these gas
and diesel prices. For that reason, I
think it is ever more important for us
to support the disaster package that
has come as a part of this emergency
legislation brought to the floor of the
Senate today.

Again, I will speak at another time
on the floor about a couple of other
pieces of this legislation. I am enor-
mously proud to be a part of the Appro-
priations Committee. I think we have a
great committee. We work well to-
gether. It is a bipartisan committee. I
think the legislation we have brought
to the floor, while not perfect, and
while we might alter it in one way or
another, I don’t know, but I think
given the President’s request, this Sen-
ate is responding.

Let me make this final point. One of
the responses with this legislation is to
replenish the accounts in the Depart-
ment of Defense with respect to what
we are asking our men and women to
do in the service of our country. I
think each time we have done that, the
chairman and ranking member and
every member of the Appropriations
Committee has indicated that when we
ask men and women to wear America’s
uniform and go abroad and serve in
harm’s way, we are going to do every-
thing conceivable, everything possible
to fund that which is necessary for
them to do their job. That is at least a
part, a significant part, of this legisla-
tion as well.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, with the
concurrence and approval of my chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
I ask unanimous consent to set the
pending amendment aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3600

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself and Mr. GRASSLEY, Dproposes an
amendment numbered 3600.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To limit the compensation of em-

ployees funded through the Employment

and Training Administration)

At the end of page 248, line 22, insert the
following:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated in
Public Law 109-149 under the heading Em-
ployment and Training Administration shall
be used to pay the compensation of an indi-
vidual, either as direct costs or any prora-
tion as an indirect cost, at a rate in excess
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of Executive Level II. Where Employment
and Training Administration funds appro-
priated in Public Law 109-149 are used for
compensation of an individual, the total fed-
eral funding that may go to compensation of
that individual shall not exceed a rate in ex-
cess of Executive Level II. States may estab-
lish a lower limit of total compensation for
those receiving compensation from Employ-
ment and Training Administration funding
employed in that state, taking into account
factors including the relative cost-of-living
in the state, the compensation levels for
comparable state or local government em-
ployees, and the size of the organizations
that administer federal programs involved
including Employment and Training Admin-
istration programs.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is
the amendment about which I spoke a
little while ago on the Senate floor re-
garding setting a maximum national
cap on salaries and bonuses for people
employed in the Workforce Investment
Act programs across the United States.
As T said earlier, States can set lower,
but this would at least set a maximum
which anyone could be paid in salaries
and bonuses in any of those programs.

I thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for being willing to let me set
aside the amendment and offer this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

ENERGY

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
come to the floor and join my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
have been here for the better part of
today, discussing the President’s com-
ments this morning about energy legis-
lation and about price gouging and
about the Department of Justice and
Federal Trade Commission investiga-
tion of energy prices.

Many of my colleagues here in this
body know how important this is, and
how important it is that we move for-
ward. Yet I think we have actually
been investigating for months. The fact
remains that we need to do a more ag-
gressive job in looking at the issue of
price gouging. Fifty-seven Senators
here supported legislation in November
of last year, giving the tools to the
FTC, the attorneys general, and to in-
dividuals who are responsible at the
Department of Justice to investigate
price gouging. It is that same legisla-
tion that I think would help us in mov-
ing forward today, giving consumers
confidence as they head into the sum-
mer driving season that we are doing
everything in our power to get serious
about a Federal price gouging ban and
that we are going to make it a Federal
crime.

This legislation would create a new
ban on price gouging during national
energy emergencies, giving the Presi-
dent authority to declare that emer-
gency. It would give the Federal Trade
Commission and State AGs and the De-
partment of Justice the ability to levy
civil and criminal penalties for proven
price gouging up to $3 million and 5
years in jail. And, on an ongoing basis,
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it would put in place a new ban on mar-
ket manipulation and giving false in-
formation to the FTC or the Depart-
ment of Justice.

If you think about it, it is similar to
some of the requirements for those in-
volved with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission and the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission,
and the standards they are required to
meet. This bill also gives the FTC the
authority to levy fines up to $1 million
for each violation of market manipula-
tion, that is the market manipulation
and false information prohibitions in
this legislation.

Some people would say $1 million for
price gouging doesn’t sound like a lot
of penalties, but this is $1 million for
each violation of the market manipula-
tion ban. If you think about it, in the
context of the market manipulation
that is being discussed right now in the
Enron trials, on an ongoing basis there
were probably hundreds of instances of
market manipulation related to Enron.

My colleagues and I offered this price
gouging legislation on the floor and it
received 57 votes, so I think it is time
the Senate comes together on a very
aggressive approach to tell consumers
that we will protect them this summer.
The reason I say it is imperative we do
this now is because for the last 5 years
in the West we have suffered through
the aftershocks of the western energy
crisis. That is, we have suffered the
consequences in my State of the mar-
ket manipulation that Enron engaged
in. And five years later, really, we have
gotten very little relief from Federal
regulators on that issue.

What happens during periods of dys-
functional markets, where there is a
lack of transparency, is that many peo-
ple are hurt. Businesses are hurt, indi-
vidual consumers are hurt, even school
districts are hurt. We had one school
district in Washington state that basi-
cally had to pay $2 million in addi-
tional energy costs because of Enron
and manipulated energy prices, and
thereby ended up not hiring teachers or
buying books.

All this leads to a simple and ines-
capable conclusion. And that is, when
it comes to energy commodities that
power our economy, we have to be very
aggressive at protecting consumers. We
need to do everything in our power
right now at the Federal level to put us
on the right course and to fashion leg-
islation that will help protect con-
sumers now.

If you think about the President’s re-
quest, he is saying the Department of
Justice and the FTC should inves-
tigate. We do not even have the au-
thorities and remedies in current law
that would help in pursuing these cases
and bring these individuals or corpora-
tions to justice if market manipulation
is found. So I encourage my colleagues
to move quickly on legislation that
would give the Federal government the
true tools we need to investigate mar-
ket manipulation and to pursue rem-
edies on behalf of consumers. Let’s not
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wait several months into the summer
season, as consumers are already being
hurt at the pump, to come to this con-
clusion.

Since we have already had 57 Sen-
ators, a majority of the Senate, sup-
port this legislation, why not pass it
out of the Senate and give consumers
the confidence that, as they hear the
earnings reports from oil companies in
which they are making billions in prof-
its, we are not going to give them a pat
on the back. Instead, we are going to
give a helping hand, to protect Amer-
ican consumers at the pump this sum-
mer, as these prices are expected to
continue to rise.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1735

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the Commerce Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. 1735 and that the Senate proceed to
immediate consideration of that legis-
lation, that the Cantwell amendment
which I am sending to the desk be con-
sidered and agreed to and the motion
to reconsider be laid on the table, that
the bill be read three times and passed,
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table, without intervening action or
debate.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
hope my colleagues will consider this.
This Senator will continue to be vocal
on passing Federal legislation to make
price gouging a crime. I hope this is
legislation that we can take up in the
next several days, or at least in the
next weeks, so we are giving consumers
before the Memorial Day recess the
confidence that we have serious teeth
in Federal legislation to protect them
at the pump.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, by
way of explanation, the objection was
lodged because we are currently consid-
ering a supplemental appropriations
bill on the floor of the Senate to appro-
priate funds to the Department of De-
fense, Department of State, and assist
gulf states in recovery from the devas-
tation cautioned by Hurricanes Rita
and Katrina. The request posed by the
distinguished Senator would have not
only required the Senate to turn imme-
diately to the consideration of the bill
she is offering, but that it be consid-
ered read, the debate concluded, no
amendments be in order, and that it be
passed and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

It is the judgment of the managers of
the bill that the thing to do now in the
Senate is to complete action on this
supplemental appropriations bill. Over
$100 billion is being requested, ap-
proved by the Senate Appropriations
Committee, to fund these needed ac-
tivities, many of which are designed to
protect our Nation’s security. So under
those circumstances I felt compelled to
object.

April 25, 2006

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THUNE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will
comment generally on the issue before
the Senate, the issue of supplemental
emergency spending.

Obviously, these last number of years
we have had some emergency activi-
ties. Whether they be the war on terror
or Katrina, they are unusual expendi-
tures. From time to time, everyone ex-
periences that, whether in your per-
sonal life or in business. After unusual
expenditures, we have to make some
effort to make up for that special
spending so we can get back within our
budget, we can get back to holding
down the deficit to do something about
the financial situation caused by the
unusual expenditures. That is tough.
Nevertheless, it seems to me that is a
principle which is very important.

I will react a little bit to what seems
to be the case in the Senate. We are
talking about emergency spending. The
bill we are debating today is expected
to be about emergency spending. It is
important we give a little thought to
what that means and not be inclined to
use this opportunity to make expendi-
tures that would be very hard to enti-
tle ‘‘emergency spending.”’

By definition, emergency spending is
a supplement that breaks the caps and
authorizes spending we did not account
for or do not account for in the budget.
Some expenditures are hard to justify.
We have the ‘‘emergency’’ regarding
the war on terror; however, we have
been in this for 4 years. We have known
about it for some time. It did not hap-
pen instantly. Hurricane recovery
ended almost 5 months ago. It is a lit-
tle of a stretch to say these are emer-
gencies we did not know about. We did
know about them, and we passed our
budget resolution without including
them. In that sense, there was no rea-
son to exclude them from the regular
budget process.

I understand that—hopefully—these
are temporary expenditures. I will con-
cede that a supplemental measure may
be a more appropriate way to add the
funds to the baseline budget. That said,
the bill that resulted from emergency
requests is then used to go beyond that
scope, in some instances. Instead of
narrowly controlling spending, this has
become an overall opportunity for
projects that have very little, if any-
thing, to do with hurricane recovery or
the war on terror but instead is used
for a number of other items.

Mr. President, $92.4 billion in addi-
tional spending was requested. We are
now considering a bill of $106 billion.
That is a substantial increase. That is
a substantial excess of what could be
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termed ‘‘emergency spending.”’
ought to give it some consideration.

The original request was far from
pocket change, of course. It was a very
large request in the beginning. Yet we
apparently felt compelled to add sig-
nificant new spending regardless of the
size of that. Almost all spending can
have an argument made for it. There is
an endless need. We have to follow a
procedure that puts some limits on
what we do.

I don’t think there is any Member
who does not believe that spending has
gotten a bit out of control. If we look
at the percentage of spending in our
budgets over the last several years, it
has gone up. There are many factors,
including the consideration of the role
of the Federal Government with re-
spect to the State government and
local government. Do we just continue
to spend as if there is no end? I think
not. Certainly, when we take a look at
the deficit we have created, it has to be
resolved.

As I said, I am sure everything in-
cluded involves a need of some Kkind.
However, we have to set priorities. It
seems to me we have a responsibility
to the taxpayers to try to reconcile
these unusual expenses we have had
over the last several years and deal
with those expenses so we get back to
where we are with the budget, get back
to where we are with a programmed
movement toward reducing the deficit.

I cannot think of anything that is
more important than to be fiscally re-
sponsible for what we are doing. There
is no end to requests for spending. I un-
derstand there are needs out there.
However, I have come to the point
where we have to take a look at where
we are, what we are doing, what our
constraints are, what they should be,
and begin to exercise a little more con-
straint and responsibility. I am very
uncomfortable moving entirely over to
emergency spending on these big items
and then coming up with the request
for emergency spending and adding an-
other $15 billion, or whatever the
amount is, on top of that and putting it
out there to deal with.

I hope we do have discussions on
these items. Quite frankly, I hope we
can return to where we were so we can
at least hold it to that amount re-
quested for what is called emergency
spending. If needed, we may have to
offset something. I may offer an
amendment that strikes altogether the
spending earmarks that exceed the
President’s request. We ought to talk
about that in terms not only of each
individual expenditure, which we al-
ways do, but talk about it in terms of
the policy, in terms of the overall di-
rection we are taking and how we are
going to resolve this issue of increasing
spending and deficits. It is time to
come to the hitching post and take a
look at how we are going to do that. I
look forward to the debate that will
take place.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

We
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand the state of play on the
floor—I have been at meetings—it is
that I should withhold offering any
amendment now. But I am going to
speak to an amendment I will be offer-
ing during the debate on the emer-
gency supplemental bill.

When we last debated budget matters
here on the floor, I came to the floor to
indicate I was going to attempt to re-
peal the $2.6 billion in tax breaks the
Energy bill afforded the oil industry. I
want to give my colleagues the context
in which I raised it then, raise it now,
and will raise it again.

It is very easy, I understand—I have
been here a long while—to demagog the
oil prices and oil industries and big
companies, and, when things get tough,
to talk about blaming everybody’s
problems on profits of companies.

Well, the President, today, spoke, as
many of us have up to now, on the need
to investigate and determine whether
there is any gouging going on with en-
ergy prices today by American oil com-
panies. But that is not why I am here
at this moment.

Senator SPECTER, the chairman of
our Judiciary Committee, held a hear-
ing in the Judiciary Committee a cou-
ple weeks ago, before the Easter recess,
where he summoned, if I am not mis-
taken, the CEOs of the six largest oil
companies. It may have been only four
oil companies and one gas company
and one energy company. But I think it
was six. I will get for the RECORD ex-
actly how many. But he included the
chairman of the board of Exxon and
other major oil companies. And the
issue was whether there was some form
of price fixing or gouging going on.

It came my turn to question. There
had been a good deal of discussion
about how much money in annual prof-
its and quarterly profits companies
were making. At that time, it was re-
ported that ExxonMobil reported the
highest annual profits, $36 billion, of
any corporation in American history.
That was not a surprise in the sense
that they have had a great windfall
with oil prices.

We were at our conference lunch
today and someone said: Oil is going to
go to $4 a gallon. And Senator BOXER,
sitting next to me, said: It’s already at
$4 a gallon in my hometown in Cali-
fornia.

Well, it is well over $3 a gallon in
most of our constituencies, and we are
paying that money, in my view, be-
cause we lack an energy policy. We
lack an energy policy. And the one
that has been written has been written
basically to benefit big oil and big gas.

Since President Bush took office, oil
prices have doubled, with at least a 100-
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percent increase, and high gas prices,
that make us uneasy at the pump, have
been very good for major oil compa-
nies. They are more flush than they
have been anytime in history. Prices
went up during Katrina. Six months
later, we learned that all three oil com-
panies made record profits of a total of
$111 billion.

So why am I on the Senate floor
about this? Everybody knows this. I am
stating the obvious. When it came my
turn to question in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I asked the question of the
chairman of the board of Exxon—and
Senator SPECTER had sworn all of the
witnesses in, so they were testifying
under oath. And I said: May I ask you
a question, Mr. Chairman—the chair-
man of Exxon. Then I went down the
line to the rest.

I said: Are you aware of the incen-
tives in the Energy bill we passed last
year—that I voted against—which pro-
vided over $2.6 billion in incentives to
0il companies in order for them to go
out and find, invest, drill, and seek new
resources and increase their capability
to deliver to the market?

He said: Yes, I'm aware of that.

I said: Do you need that? In light of
a $35 billion profit, is there anything
you can tell me that would justify us
giving the industry, including you, an
extra $2.6 billion in incentives?

I might add, so we put this in propor-
tion, for $1.4 billion, we could put por-
tals at every single major port in the
world that could detect whether a
cargo container had a radioactive de-
vice and/or a radiological device or a
nuclear device in that cargo container.
But it would cost $1.4 billion. We are
not doing that right now, in large part
because of cost.

So just to put this in perspective, $2.6
billion to incentivize the oil industry
now, could be used for a whole lot of
other things. I am sure other of my col-
leagues would suggest there are other
ways to use that money, not the least
of which would be to reduce the deficit.
But there are other ways to do it. So it
was not an idle question. We are not
just talking about a little bit of
money.

I do not think the chairman of
ExxonMobil liked my asking the ques-
tion. But he indicated that, reluc-
tantly, when I reminded him he—well,
in fairness, I probably did not have to
remind him he was under oath—but he
indicated, no, he did not think that his
company or the industry needed that
incentive in light of their economic
circumstance.

Then I went down the line. And I will
submit for the RECORD the names of
each of the companies represented and
the names of each of the CEOs sitting
in the witness chair. Every one of them
answered the exact same way. They all
said: No, we do not need this $2.6 bil-
lion. We don’t need any incentive in
order to be able to proceed to maximize
productivity, to maximize discovery, to
maximize product now.

And then I went back to the chair-
man of Exxon—I worked my way down
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again—and I said: Would you support
an amendment I would offer repealing
that incentive? And even more reluc-
tantly, he said: Yes.

I then went and asked that question
to all these o0il company executives,
and they all said: Yes.

So not only do they all acknowledge
it is not needed, they all indicated,
from the best of my recollection—and,
again, I will submit for the RECORD
their exact statements—I may be
wrong about one or two of them, but
not on whether they needed it but
whether they supported the repeal. I
think they all supported it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that relevant testimony before the
Judiciary Committee be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Senator BIDEN. Well, I mean, that is like
saying—anyway, I do not have time because
of the 5-minute rule here. Let me ask you, do
any of you need, to be able to do what you
are doing now, $2.8 billion in incentives the
Federal Government is having other tax-
payers pay for?

Mr. TILLERSON. Well, Senator, we did not
lobby for any——

Senator BIDEN. I did not say you did. I am
just asking, do you need it?

Mr. TILLERSON. No.

Senator BIDEN. Because you all point out
we have to find alternative energy. It seems
to me we should take the $2.8 billion that
you all are getting, and we should put it into
encouraging alternative energy. We should
go out and do—right? What do you think?

Mr. MULVA. Senator, most of those incen-
tives are directed towards energy in total,
which is not necessarily the oil and gas busi-
ness.

Senator BIDEN. Oh, it is mostly you guys.

Mr. MULVA. And second, it goes to inde-
pendent producers, which are primarily the
bedrock of most of our——

Senator BIDEN. But your company will
not be upset if we take those away, right?

Mr. MULVA. Correct.

Senator BIDEN. None of you will object to
us taking away those $2.8 billion of incen-
tives as they apply to you, is that right?

I note for the record, everyone is saying
okay.

Mr. KLESSE. Senator, excuse me.

Senator BIDEN. Do it quickly, I only have
24 seconds.

Mr. KLESSE. Okay. Valero, we were inter-
ested in the incentives to expand refining ca-
pacity. That’s our business, and we were in-
terested in it.

Senator BIDEN. Do you still need it?

Mr. KLESSE. Do we need it?

Senator BIDEN. Do you need them to ex-
pand?

Mr. KLESSE. No.

Senator BIDEN. Good, okay, that is all I
need. So they are all for my bill. I want the
record to show no one thought it would be
any problem withdrawing it for all of them.
Even though I only have 2 seconds left, I
yield.

Mr. BIDEN. I have a simple propo-
sition I am going to present to the
floor. Although on a supplemental we
cannot change tax policy—we all know
the blue slip rule, and to use the jargon
my friend, the chairman of the com-
mittee, understands better than any-
body here, I cannot, we cannot, legis-
late tax policy on this bill that does
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not originate in the House, and so on—
what I do want to do is, I want to get
the Senate on record with a sense of
the Senate that the Senate Finance
Committee report back within 90 days
a piece of legislation repealing—repeal-
ing—this $2.6 billion in incentives pro-
vided to the oil companies.

Now, the fact is, there are going to be
some on this floor—and I am prepared
to listen to the argument because when
I raised this before, some argued: Well,
smaller companies, companies pro-
ducing less than 500,000 barrels a year
maybe need this incentive, that they
may need this incentive to maximize
their capability of producing oil. I do
not think that is accurate, but I am
prepared to listen to that. I am pre-
pared to listen to that.

But for the time being, I want to put
my colleagues on notice that the last
group in the world that needs a tax
break now is the oil companies—the
absolute last—not because they are bad
guys, not because of anything else. I do
not even know if they asked for it.

I often say to my friends on this side
of the aisle that sometimes folks on
my side make a mistake. They don’t
realize that rich folks are just as patri-
otic as poor folks. When you are hand-
ed windfalls, even poor folks would not
turn their nose up at them. I don’t
know whether the o0il companies in-
sisted on this being in the Energy bill
or not, but I know they think it is not
needed. I do know they say they would
support its repeal. So if there is any-
thing—to use the phrase of a former
head of the Intelligence Committee—
that has been a slam dunk in my 33
years as a U.S. Senator, this should be
it. We can reallocate $2.6 billion to
needed, worthwhile initiatives and/or
reduction of the national debt or def-
icit, and we can do it with the very re-
cipients of that $2.6 billion saying they
don’t need it, they don’t want it, and
they support us taking it away.

So I cannot think of anything at all
that can justify us keeping in the law
a tax break for a group of folks who do
not need a tax break at all. The Amer-
ican people need a break from these in-
credibly high prices. It seems to me
that this is nonpartisan, and it is a no-
brainer.

In a speech today, the President fi-
nally stated that these companies
don’t need these tax breaks. Senator
WYDEN has a provision currently in
conference that would accomplish
some of this. Senators FEINSTEIN and
SUNUNU have tried to remove some un-
necessary tax breaks for these compa-
nies as well, which are already rolling
in profits. Numerous groups have
agreed, from the League of Conserva-
tion Voters, National Environmental
Trust, Public Citizens, Taxpayers for
Common Sense, and the oil compa-
nies—they all agree these incentives
are not needed.

We are not talking about $100,000 or
$500,000 or a half billion dollars; we are
talking about $2.6 billion. You can do
an awful lot with $2.6 billion. So I
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think we should take the first step in
taking control of our national energy
policy and show the oil companies that
we are listening. They say they don’t
need it. They say they would support it
being repealed. Let’s not let them
down. Let’s, for one time, vote on
something that everybody, including
the recipients, seems to be in agree-
ment with—everybody from the Presi-
dent, to the Senator from Delaware, to
the chairman of the board of
ExxonMobil, to the National Environ-
mental Trust.

I will withhold doing it now, but I
tell the chairman that at some point, I
will be here to introduce that amend-
ment, which will call for the sense of
the Senate that the tax committee, the
Senate Finance Committee, the com-
mittee of jurisdiction, report back to
the Senate within 90 days a repeal of
these incentives.

I thank my colleague from Mis-
sissippi for listening and the Chair for
giving me the floor. Unless somebody
else seeks the floor, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3598

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk and
ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MENEN-
DEZ] proposes an amendment numbered 3598.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise with a series of colleagues to offer
an amendment that provides much
needed, immediate relief for America’s
drivers. My amendment suspends the
18-cent Federal gas tax for 60 days and
makes up for the lost revenue by get-
ting rid of unnecessary tax giveaways
to oil and gas companies.

In 2005, the oil and gas industry made
nearly $140 billion in profits. The five
largest oil companies made over $106
billion. ExxonMobil alone made a stag-
gering $36 billion. Put another way,
ExxonMobil’s profit alone last year is
more than the Federal Government
spent on unemployment insurance,
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more than it spent on medical re-
search, and more than it spent on the
Nation’s highways. Their CEO just got
a $350 million retirement package.
That is about $144,000 a day for every
day he worked at the company. These
record profits and gilded bonuses are
occurring while the American people
struggle to get to work, to get home,
to pick up their kids from school, to
take them to a soccer match, or to go
to a doctor, all because of record gas
prices.

Last year, the big o0il companies
hiked gas prices and blamed an act of
God. But it is crystal clear that the
current spike in gas prices is at least
partly due to an act of greed—greed
that has been enabled and even encour-
aged by the administration, greed that
has been aided by an energy bill that
put the oil and gas companies first and
the American people second. The en-
ergy companies were already enjoying
record profits and massive tax breaks
when the President signed an energy
bill that gave them billions more in
taxpayer subsidies, plus additional re-
lief from having to pay royalties—in
essence, the Nation’s collective pat-
rimony for the oil and gas they produce
in our oceans. The last thing the oil
companies need is more handouts. The
first thing the American people need is
more help.

My amendment would give them that
help by establishing a 60-day holiday
on the Federal gas tax. As we head into
the summer driving season and its tra-
ditionally higher gas prices, we should
not be burdening American consumers
with additional taxes. Temporarily sus-
pending the gas tax will provide $100
million a day in relief to America’s
drivers, America’s consumers.

But we cannot starve the highway
trust fund with the crucial money
needed to fix our Nation’s roads. My
amendment will repeal three unneces-
sary tax breaks currently enjoyed by
the oil and gas companies, and it will
also eliminate royalty relief and other
production incentives enacted last year
as part of the Energy bill.

With the price of oil as high as it is
and unlikely to drop in the foreseeable
future, companies don’t need more in-
centive from the Federal Government
to do their job.

This amendment, of course, is only a
short-term fix. We need a real energy
policy that takes real steps toward
ending our dependence on oil, not the
lipservice the President has given this
issue before and gave again this morn-
ing.

I listened to what he had to say. The
President talks about wanting to end
our dependence on foreign oil, but in-
stead of starting a Manhattan-type
project to lead us to energy independ-
ence, we propose baby steps. The Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal year 2007 barely
brought renewable and clean energy re-
search funding back to 2001 levels, and
it cut energy efficiency programs by 13
percent. In all the President’s spend-
ing, there was only 23 percent of what
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Congress requested in the Energy Pol-
icy Act for energy efficiency programs
and only 1 percent for renewable en-
ergy programs.

The President continues to have the
blinders on when it comes to real solu-
tions for our energy problems. He said
that consumers should buy more effi-
cient cars, and we agree. But he re-
mains opposed to higher fuel efficiency
standards. The most recent CAFE
standards will improve light truck
mileage by only 2.5 miles per gallon.
That is simply not enough. Passenger
cars have the same standards they had
in 1985, over two decades ago. That is
not enough.

The President also continues to ex-
pect the oil companies, out of the good-
ness of their hearts, to spend substan-
tial amounts of money on alternative
energy technologies. Some of the more
forward-thinking companies are doing
that, but most are not. It is the Gov-
ernment’s job to invest in these tech-
nologies, and the President’s budget
has shown that he is not serious about
doing that.

In short, he suggests and he wants
the o0il companies and the American
consumer to do the things he is unwill-
ing to do.

Last month, I joined Senator BINGA-
MAN and the Senate Democratic leader
and other Democrats in offering an
amendment to fully fund energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy programs
in the fiscal year 2007 budget. Unfortu-
nately, it was defeated.

Democrats in both Chambers have
been at the forefront of proposing real
solutions to our energy problems, and
we were the first to call for the Presi-
dent to investigate price gouging by oil
companies, a call he appears to finally
have heeded.

This amendment is another idea that
this Congress and our President need
to adopt. It is about providing imme-
diate relief to overburdened consumers
who cannot afford for us to wait much
longer. This morning, the President fi-
nally appears to be feeling the pressure
families have been feeling at the pump
for quite some time.

We heard what he had to say. The dif-
ference is that he doesn’t make a com-
mitment. He says we should phase out
all of those tax benefits we have given
the oil companies over the next decade,
but he doesn’t commit it back to
America’s consumers. Our amendment
does that in the short term to give im-
mediate relief to America’s consumers
while still maintaining our transpor-
tation trust funds, the funds necessary
to continue to keep America moving.

That is what this amendment is all
about. It is about keeping America
moving, about keeping America roll-
ing, and about helping the families of
this country in a very significant way.

I think putting $6 billion in the
hands and in the pockets of America’s
consumers is ultimately giving them
real relief at a critical time. Obviously,
putting that amount of money in their
pockets at this time as they try to deal
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with high gas prices will have a ripple
effect in the economy, as is also real-
ized in the money that will be saved by
those who bring to market produce
which ends up on our tables, and the
costs of the transportation of products
to market across a wide scale of dif-
ferent consumer needs are going to be
affected as well.

We see consistently companies add-
ing a fuel surcharge to the cost to the
consumer. So this will have a ripple ef-
fect in many different ways, and it is
something we have the wherewithal to
do and do now and by doing so sending
at the same time, I hope, a message to
the world marketplace and certainly to
OPEC that we are not hostage to them
without some options of our own.

Let’s show American families that
we are serious about addressing today’s
exorbitant gas prices. Let us adopt this
amendment to provide real relief now.
I urge my colleagues to join me and
adopt this amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALEXANDER). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, under
rule XVI, I raise a point of order
against the amendment. It is legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill.

Mr. MENENDEZ addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
tried to seek recognition to speak to
the point of order. I simply wish to say
this is consistent with what the Presi-
dent proposed this morning, so I be-
lieve we should have a vote on the Sen-
ate floor. If we don’t have a vote today,
we are going to continue to bring this
measure before the body and will even-
tually get a vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that notwithstanding the points of
order which lie against this amend-
ment, the amendment still be in order.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, there is
no bigger issue facing the economy of
the United States of America at the
current time than the high cost of en-
ergy, and it has a ripple effect through-
out the entire economy. In my State of
South Dakota, we have farmers who
are getting ready to go into the fields
to plant. Obviously, agriculture is a
very energy-intensive industry.

In my State of South Dakota, we rely
heavily upon the travel industry. Peo-
ple come to our State to see the Black
Hills and Mount Rushmore, so we are a
very energy-intensive State. We have
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long distances to cover. So when gas
prices come up and shoot through $3 a
gallon or near that level in my State,
it has a profound impact on the econ-
omy of our State and on the pocket-
books of all South Dakotans. It is im-
portant that this issue be addressed.

We have heard a lot of speechifying
on the floor of the Senate today and a
lot of news conferences held in front of
gasoline pumps across this country, ev-
erybody attacking and pointing fingers
and playing the blame game as gas
prices have steadily crept upward.

I will be the first one in this Chamber
to say that if, in fact, the oil compa-
nies have profiteered at the expense of
hard-working consumers in this coun-
try, that they should be prosecuted to
the full letter of the law. If there is
manipulation, collusion, price fixing,
or any other form of anticompetitive
behavior for which we have laws in this
country, then they need to be held ac-
countable under those laws.

Furthermore, I also happen to believe
that if, in fact, they benefit from poli-
cies that are put in place, economic
policies from which they can benefit,
whether that be a tax incentive in the
Tax Code today, that they have an ac-
countability to us as Members of Con-
gress to explain why, for example, they
can pay out $400 million to a retiring
executive or CEO.

It seems to me at least that there are
some very hard questions that need to
be asked and some very serious an-
swers that need to be given by folks in
that industry. They need to be ac-
countable to the American public. As I
said before, I believe we need that ac-
countability. I believe we need to look
at those policies in place today from
which those companies benefit. If, in
fact, they are making such enormous
profits, then perhaps they don’t need
the support and the tax incentives that
are given to them by the American tax-
payers, by Congress. So I am not going
to in any way defend what are the
practices, I believe, of many of the big
0il companies in this country.

Having said that, though, there is
also a lot of hand wringing going on
and self-righteous politicking going on
right now about the high cost of energy
and attempts again to cast aspersions,
cast blame, try and blame the Presi-
dent, blame the Republicans, and all
these efforts that are made by people
who would rather have a political issue
than they would have a solution.

I have to say it seems to me that at
the heart of this very issue is also what
I would call a decade of obstruc-
tionism. We have tried for many
years—I served for three terms as a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives—to get legislation through that
would allow us to lessen our depend-
ence upon foreign sources of energy, to
add to the supplies we have in this
country, to allow us to take advantage
of the rich resources we have in Amer-
ica. Every time we have tried to do
that since I have been here as a mem-
ber of the majority party in the House
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of Representatives and now in the U.S.
Senate, we have been blocked. We have
been rebuffed by the folks on the other
side of the aisle. In many cases, those
have been tactics employed which
haven’t reflected the majority in the
Senate. There have been steps taken to
create a supermajority, a filibuster
threshold over which we would have to
get in order to get some of these poli-
cies put in place.

I go back to 1995 when, at that time,
the Republicans had just taken control
of the Congress and they passed in the
budget that year legislation that would
authorize exploration on the North
Slope of Alaska. It passed the House
and Senate, went to President Clin-
ton’s desk, and it was vetoed. We hear
this still being debated in the Senate
today. We get up and talk about the
importance of taking advantage of the
resources we have here in the United
States of America, including the North
Slope of Alaska; we hear the Demo-
crats on the other side get up and say:
Well, you can’t do that. It could take
10 years for us to get that production
on line. Well, it is 10 years later. That
was 1995. It is now 2006, and we could
have a million more barrels of oil in
the pipeline today addressing what is a
very serious supply problem in this
country, had that bill been signed into
law back in 1995.

We have tried repeatedly since that
time, a number of times as a Member
of the House of Representatives, where
we voted. We voted to allow for that
development to occur, for that explo-
ration to occur, and perhaps eventually
production to occur, and, of course,
again it was blocked and stopped.

Most recently in December, in the
Senate, before we adjourned for the
Christmas holiday, we had a vote on
whether we were going to do something
to help ourselves in the area of energy
independence and to develop that rich
resource we have, somewhere between 6
billion and 16 billion barrels of oil on
the North Slope of Alaska, or about a
million barrels a day. We get about a
million and a half barrels a day from
Saudi Arabia. Can you imagine how it
would lessen the supply problem if we
were able to bring that energy on line
in this country? Yet again it was fili-
bustered. We had 57, 58 votes in the
Senate—a clear majority for doing
something about our supply problem.
Yet the other side again blocked and
now wants to blame, instead of doing
what we ought to have been doing all
along, and that is working in a bipar-
tisan way to address what is a very se-
rious crisis in America.

I remember when I was growing up
back in the 1970s, and people who were
around at that time also remember the
gas lines, remember the talk at the
time about we are way too dependent
upon foreign energy; we have to do
something to lessen our dependence on
foreign sources of energy. At that time,
we were 50 to b5 percent dependent
upon foreign sources of energy. Here we
are some 30 years later, and 60 percent
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of our supply comes from outside the
United States. We have had opportuni-
ties throughout the course of the time
that I have been here to do something
about that. Every time I have voted to
develop, explore, and to bring on line
many of those resources which are
available to us for development, it has
been blocked and stopped by those on
the other side who insist on having a
political issue rather than a solution.

Just because I was interested in this
debate, as a Member of the House—and
as I said, I voted on energy exploration
on the North Slope of Alaska, what we
know as ANWR—I went up there last
year because I wanted to find out what
the debate was all about because in
trying to understand these issues, when
you come down here on the floor of the
Senate, I believe it is important that
you have a full perspective and insight
into the arguments that are made by
those on the other side. So we went to
some of the development sites. We
went to Prudhoe Bay, we went to the
Alpine site, we went to Kabarak, and
we went to the section 1002 area, which
is the area which was proposed for de-
velopment by an agreement that oc-
curred way back in 1980, I believe be-
tween Senator STEVENS and someone
on the other side of the aisle at that
time. We looked at that area. We took
one of those little planes, and we flew
out there and walked around in that
particular area, and we looked at the
technology that is available today at
some of those sites and how they, with
a very minimal footprint on the sur-
face, are able to access enormous
amounts of energy below the surface in
an environmentally sound way. They
use ice roads, and then during the sum-
mer months when everything melts,
the roads disappear; they are gone.

It is a remarkable thing for anybody
who wants to see it. You walk away
from that saying: Hold on just a
minute here. I don’t understand what
the big issue is. We have an oppor-
tunity to do something about what are
the most pressing economic issues and
one of the most pressing national secu-
rity issues facing our country, and that
is energy and energy independence, en-
ergy security, and we have this vast re-
source up there and we can’t get at it
because it is consistently filibustered
here in the Senate even though there is
majority support, 57, 58 votes in favor
of that. Yet after it passed the House
and it went through the Senate, it got
to conference and it came back, and we
had an opportunity to do something
that would allow us finally—finally—to
explore and hopefully bring on line
that incredible resource on the North
Slope of Alaska.

For those who are concerned about
the impact on the environment, you
should know that the caribou are doing
fine. Caribou numbers have actually in-
creased, and they have dramatically
over the past 30 years in that area.

My point very simply is this: We as a
nation have to do something to help
ourselves. We cannot continue to be
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held over a barrel by the sheiks and the
mullahs in the Middle East or by Ven-
ezuela or any of the other countries
from which we derive the majority or
the vast majority of our energy sup-
plies in this country. America needs to
be energy independent.

I believe that consists of many
things. I have been a big proponent of
renewable fuels. As a Member of the
House and now as a Member of the Sen-
ate, I was delighted that we were able
last summer in the Energy bill to in-
clude in there a renewable fuel stand-
ard for the first time. As a matter of
policy in this country, we have said we
are going to guarantee a market for re-
newable fuels. Frankly, why would we
not, when we have all of these things
which we raise and grow, take a bushel
of corn and be able to convert it into
2% gallons of fuel we can use to run our
economy here in this country, do that?
It makes so much sense, and it lessens
our dependence upon our addiction to
oil, which, as the President said in his
State of the Union Address, and I give
him great credit for that, is something
we need to do, a direction in which we
need to move. Renewable energy is an
important component of that. I believe
there are a number of things that we
need to be doing in the area of con-
servation as well, but I want to see
more partnerships between manufac-
turers and retailers and producers of
ethanol and biodiesel and other renew-
able energy so that we can begin to get
away from that enormous amount of
dependence we have on oil.

Even today, we hope to produce in
the very near future 7.5 billion gallons
of ethanol, which is what is called for
in the renewable fuel standard. I think
we are going to have to increase that
dramatically because we are going to
be there very soon. We are already at
the 4.5 billion gallon level, on our way
very quickly to 7.5 billion gallons, be-
cause we have a desperate need in this
country, and production is coming on
line more and more all the time. But
even at that level, we use about 140 bil-
lion gallons of gasoline a year in this
country. So ethanol represents about 3
percent of what the total demand or
total consumption in America is for en-
ergy today. So it is important in this
whole debate that we continue to de-
velop those other sources, those tradi-
tional energy sources until such time
as we can get where we begin that
transition toward renewable energy.

But in the short term, we have a
need. We have a need for oil resources.
As I said, in places such as Alaska, we
have an opportunity to do some things
offshore in this country. We have a lot
of offshore resources and reserves that
are available, not only of oil but of nat-
ural gas, which is also a desperate situ-
ation which many people in my part of
the country, in farm country, depend
upon because that is what fertilizer is
made from.

Every time we have had an oppor-
tunity to do something to address the
long-term issue of supply in this coun-
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try, we have met the politics of ob-
struction. I mentioned earlier going
back to 1995 when Congress passed leg-
islation that would authorize explo-
ration of energy in Alaska. But if you
look more recently than that, going
back even to 2003—when the President
took office in 2001, they created an en-
ergy task force, they made rec-
ommendations, they came up with an
energy plan, and there was an energy
bill that was debated up here on Cap-
itol Hill, several different permuta-
tions of that, and ultimately one
passed. In 2003, an energy bill passed. It
passed the House and Senate, and it
went into conference. The conference
came out with a report that passed
overwhelmingly in the House, came
back to the Senate in November of
2003, and it was filibustered.

It failed by two votes. Fifty-eight
votes to shut off a filibuster here in the
Senate that would have gotten us an
energy bill 2 years sooner, gotten us
down the path toward a renewable fuel
standard 2 years sooner, and addressed
some of those supply issues 2 years
sooner. But no, it was blocked. It was
delayed, it was filibustered, and it was
killed in 2003 by that Congress.

So to have people getting up now and
many of my colleagues on the other
side going out and holding news con-
ferences and getting up on the floor of
the Senate and beating their chests
and making all these self-righteous
speeches, to me it seems to be the very
essence of hypocrisy, if you look at a
decade-long practice of obstructionism
when it comes to putting in place
sound energy policies that would have
lessened our dependence upon foreign
sources of energy and put us much
closer on a path toward energy inde-
pendence.

So as we get into this, I have a piece
of legislation which I have introduced
along with Senator OBAMA from Illi-
nois that would provide additional in-
centives for fuel retailers to begin to
install pumps that would pump E-85, to
build the demand and continue to cre-
ate this market, this opportunity to
work on the production side. On the re-
tail side, again, we need to be working
with the manufacturers when it comes
to these flex fuel-type vehicles. I will
continue to press forward on renewable
fuels. That legislation—it is a bipar-
tisan bill—and I hope it is something
we can move through this Chamber,
along with other types of initiatives,
including additional supply initiatives.

Frankly, there is one other issue
which I should also mention because,
there again, we ran into basically
party-line resistance in the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee. We
tried to pass through the Environment
and Public Works Committee earlier
this year legislation that would expand
our refinery capacity. We have not
built a refinery since 1976. We had
Katrina wipe out much of our refinery
capacity in the gulf and, as a con-
sequence, we are having a difficult
time not only with the supply, but we
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are also having a difficult time with re-
fineries. We have what, in my view, we
ought to be doing, and that is waiving
a lot of these requirements on these
boutique fuels because right now, at
this particular time of year, the refin-
eries have to go through this exercise
of remixing and coming up with all of
these different types of blends. It seems
to me that at a minimum, we ought to
be able to at least give them some tem-
porary relief from that, but we also
need to be building more refineries in
this country.

We voted on that in the Environment
and Public Works Committee, and it
went down for all intents and purposes
on a party-line vote. There was one Re-
publican who voted with the Demo-
crats. The fact is, that is true. But we
had a wall of opposition from the
Democrats on the Environment and
Public Works Committee to even re-
porting the bill to the floor so that we
could engage in a debate so that all
Senators have an opportunity to par-
ticipate in that debate about whether
we ought to do something about the
issue of refinery capacity in this coun-
try.

So my point again very simply is
this: Since I have been here, in three
terms in the House and during my time
in the Senate, I focused on energy be-
cause it is important to my State, as I
said earlier, and because I am a big
proponent of increased use of renew-
able fuels. But every time we have had
a chance to vote, whether it is ANWR,
whether it 1is offshore production,
whether it is refineries, whether it is
the Energy bill in 2003, we run into the
same arguments. And you will hear the
same arguments that we heard in De-
cember and that we heard back in 1995
when we debated at that time the au-
thorization of exploration in Alaska,
and that is: It will take 10 years. Well,
like I said, 10 years ago, if President
Clinton had signed that bill into law,
that 10 years would now be up. But the
point is, we can’t afford to wait an-
other decade. We can’t allow another
decade of obstructionism to prevent us
from doing what we ought to be doing
to make America’s energy future more
secure. It is important that we focus as
Senators, and I hope in a bipartisan
way. But it doesn’t help the issue to
have all of this partisan hand-wringing
and politicking. I know it is a year di-
visible by two. Whenever it is a year di-
visible by two, the rhetoric escalates a
lot, and when everything gets said and
done, a lot more gets said than done.

The reality is, we have an issue on
which the American people want ac-
tion. They should have had action 10
years ago. They should have had action
6 years ago. They should have had ac-
tion 4 years ago. They should have had
action in November of 2003, when that
particular Energy bill was filibustered
by our colleagues on the other side.
But it is never too late to do the right
thing.

We have an opportunity to do the
right thing for the American people. If
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that consists of, as I said earlier, tak-
ing on the oil companies if there is any
evidence whatsoever that there has
been collusion or price fixing or
gouging or any form of anticompetitive
activity, then let’s put the screws to
them. Let’s prosecute them to the full
letter of the law. But let’s also do
something we should have done a long
time ago, and that is begin to develop
the resources that we have in this
country and do something to help our-
selves so 30 years from now, when my
kids are my age, they are not saying
the same thing that I am saying today,
and that is that we have wasted 30
years and we are still as dependent on
foreign sources of energy.

Frankly, I don’t think we can wait
that long because I do believe energy
security is a matter of national secu-
rity, and there is nothing that has a
more profound impact and effect on the
pocketbooks of working Americans. It
is important that we do something
about this. It is time to end the ob-
struction. It is time to end the block-
and-blame game. It is time to get down
to the business of taking care of the
needs of the American people that they
expect us to address.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the
information of Senators who may be
interested in knowing what the plan of
action is for the remainder of today, we
have pending before the Senate an
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire,
Mr. GREGG, relating to border security,
to strengthen, tighten up the provi-
sions of this bill with respect to ade-
quacy of funding to protect the secu-
rity of our borders.

It is our understanding that the
other side would like to have an
amendment also offered tonight, with
debate on it, as much as whoever wants
to discuss it would like to engage in,
and then enter into some kind of agree-
ment on having votes, back-to-back
votes or close together tomorrow, on
the two amendments, the Gregg
amendment and whatever amendment
is offered on the other side.

That is the situation as I understand
it. I am happy to see the distinguished
Democratic leader on the floor. He may
be able to add to that or clarify the in-
tentions with respect to another
amendment tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
ager of the bill is absolutely right. We
have an amendment that has been laid
down by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. We are going to lay one down.
Rather than do a second-degree, we
have talked to the floor staff, and it
would be more appropriate to have two
side by side.

Subject to the approval of your lead-
er, we would have those two votes
around noon tomorrow. We will debate.
Anybody who wants to debate it to-
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night can do so and then we will come
in in the morning and divide up what
time is left over after morning business
and have that vote. As I indicated, I
only briefly talked to the majority
leader about this. We had a meeting
down at the White House, so I didn’t
talk to him at any great length, but
this sounds like a fair way to go for-
ward and move this bill along a little
bit.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Demo-
cratic leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 3604

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk. I call that up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the pending
amendment?

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3604.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide, with an offset, emer-
gency funding for border security efforts)

TITLE —BORDER SECURITY

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR BORDER SECURITY

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE
MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Secretary and Executive Management’’
to provide funds for the Office of Policy,
$2,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is solely for a contract with an independent
non-Federal entity to conduct a needs as-
sessment for comprehensive border security:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Chief Information Officer’ to replace and
upgrade law enforcement communications,
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

UNITED STATES VISITOR AND IMMIGRATION

STATUS INDICATOR TECHNOLOGY

For an additional amount for ‘‘United
States Visitor and Immigration Status Indi-
cator Technology’ to accelerate biometric
database integration and conversion to 10-
print enrollment, $60,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That none of
the additional appropriations made available
under this heading may be obligated until
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives re-
ceive and approve a plan for the expenditure
of such funds: Provided further, That the en-
tire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.
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CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’, $180,000,000, of which
$80,000,000 is for border patrol vehicle re-
placement and $100,000,000 is for sensor and
surveillance technology: Provided, That none
of the additional appropriations made avail-
able under this heading may be obligated
until the Committees on Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
receive and approve a plan for expenditure of
these funds: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 402 of H. Con.
Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

ATR AND MARINE INTERDICTION, OPERATIONS,

MAINTENANCE, AND PROCUREMENT

For an additional amount for ““Air and Ma-
rine Interdiction, Operations, Maintenance,
and Procurement’” to replace air assets and
upgrade air operations facilities, $790,000,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
$40,000,000 is for helicopter replacement and
$750,000,000 is for recapitalization of air as-
sets: Provided, That none of the additional
appropriations made available under this
heading may be obligated until the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove an expenditure plan for the complete
recapitalization of Customs and Border Pro-
tection air assets and facilities: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated as
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress),
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2006.

CONSTRUCTION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion’’, $120,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That none of the addi-
tional appropriations made available under
this heading may be obligated until the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove a plan for expenditure for these funds:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses”’ to replace vehicles,
$80,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Acquisition,
Construction, and Improvements’ for acqui-
sition, construction, renovation, and im-
provement of vessels, aircraft, and equip-
ment, $600,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Acquisition,
Construction, Improvements, and Related
Expenses’ for construction of the language
training facility referenced in the Master
Plan and information technology infrastruc-
ture improvements, $18,000,000, to remain
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available until expended: Provided, That the
entire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am going
to briefly talk about this amendment
tonight and then we will have more
time in the morning if necessary.

I had the opportunity 3 weeks ago to-
morrow to go to the border, the Mex-
ico-California border. We flew. We
could see the Arizona border. I spent
the day there and certainly got an un-
derstanding of some of the problems
that these valiant Border Patrol agents
face.

San Ysidro, CA, is one of the entry
points. It is hard to visualize this, but
think in your mind’s eye of 24 lanes of
traffic coming into America from Mex-
ico. That is what is at San Ysidro, 24
lanes of traffic, one way; 24 lanes of
traffic, 7 days a week, year round.

While I was there, the agent showed
me some of the things they had been
able to catch: a little utility truck, and
hidden in it was narcotics in a secret
compartment; a car, a compact car,
and they had built a canvas drop in it
under the back seat. Eight people were
stuffed into that in the compact car,
underneath so you couldn’t see them,
but the dogs and agents were able to
pick them up.

These were only two examples. All
day long this goes on. I talked to the
agents about the walls that have been
put up. These people, called coyotes—
call them whatever you want—these
people, who are criminals, who take
money from Mexicans to bring them
into the United States, sit up on one
fence, which is a metal fence. On the
other side there is a chain-link fence. If
they see a Border Patrol agent, they
have these powerful slingshots that
have hospitalized our agents.

The Border Patrol agents say they
can handle most of the traffic of people
coming across the border. But what
they need is protection against auto-
mobiles coming across the border. That
is what they need help with. In a few
places they have big metal things,
about this big, that are stacked side by
side to keep automobiles from coming
across the border.

The only reason I paint this very
meager picture of some of the things I
saw is, as we speak, there is an emer-
gency on the southern border. I am
happy for the $2 billion. I am happy to
put it into border security. That is im-
portant. I have talked about com-
prehensive immigration reform, and I
have done it often and I always start
with: Let’s protect our borders. Then
we move into the guest worker pro-
gram, then we move into the path of le-
galization, and then we move into what
we are going to do to make sure em-
ployer sanctions are meaningful.

I am in favor of the $2 billion, but I
am not in favor of the across-the-board
cut that is in the underlying Gregg
amendment. That is not right. It is not
right because it is robbing Peter to pay
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Paul. The amendment I have offered
will secure the border in the same way
as the Gregg amendment. It is the
same amount of money. The difference
is, I say, on an emergency appropria-
tions bill, which we have before us—if
there were ever an emergency, this is
it—the Gregg amendment makes no
sense. I have the greatest respect for
Senator GREGG. I think he is one of the
most principled people with whom I
have ever dealt. But I say this amend-
ment makes no sense. It robs Peter to
pay Paul at the end of the day by tak-
ing vital resources away from who? Our
military. And it fails to make us more
safe. It makes us less safe.

There are lots and lots of examples of
what an across-the-board cut would do.
In order to pay for border security, it
cuts the military personnel account,
which includes cuts to pay and benefits
for our Active Duty, our Guard and Re-
serve serving now in Iraq, Afghanistan,
and elsewhere around the world. Do we
want to have an across-the-board cut
there? I don’t think so. I hope not.

The underlying amendment, the
Gregg amendment, makes cuts to oper-
ations and maintenance which provide
for the body armor, for example, and
the other day-to-day mneeds of our
troops fighting in Iraqg and Afghani-
stan.

The underlying Gregg amendment
makes cuts to the Iraqi security forces
training. I had the good fortune to be
invited to the White House today, and
on the big TV screen there in the White
House we had the Ambassador to Iraq
from the United States and General
Casey telling us what is going on in
Iraq.

One of the things General Casey and
Khalilzad talked about was what is
happening with the training of Iraqi
forces. We are going to cut this money
down as a result of border security? I
don’t think that is a good idea.

If we are going to succeed in Iraq,
and that is very questionable at this
time, but if we are going to succeed in
Iraq, and I hope we do, one of the key
areas of concern is the Iraqi security
forces. If we are going to bring our
troops home, we have to bring them up,
and this amendment, the Gregg amend-
ment, cuts those moneys.

The Gregg amendment makes cuts to
the Joint Improvised Explosive Device
Defeat Fund, which aids our troops in
eradicating the deadly IEDs they con-
front daily. The reason that is so vi-
tally important is when the war start-
ed, basically what the terrorists used
were garage door openers. That is what
they used, a garage door opener, basi-
cally. A vehicle comes by, they planted
a bomb, they push that down, it blows
up.

We have worked on ways to change
that. But the Iraqis have also worked
to stay ahead of us. That is why we
still have these bombs going off. It is
because we have to continually work
with money from the Improvised Ex-
plosive Device Defeat Fund to have sci-
entists and other technicians decide
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how we can defeat these explosive de-
vices. The Gregg amendment cuts these
moneys.

The Gregg amendment makes cuts to
the Defense Health Program which pro-
vides medical assistance to our troops
on the battlefield. One good thing
about this war—and there are not a lot
of good things about this war—is the
percentage of the soldiers who are
wounded who end up dying is very
much less than in any other war be-
cause we have such great medical at-
tention on the battlefield and we have
protective equipment for these sol-
diers.

So they are not dying at the rate
they did in the first Iraqi war, cer-
tainly not in Korea, and certainly not
in the Second World War and certainly
not in Vietnam. But the Gregg amend-
ment makes cuts to this defense health
program which provides medical assist-
ance to our troops who are in the bat-
tlefield, not after they have come
home. And really, the senseless nature
of this amendment is that it makes
cuts to the Death Gratuity Fund which
assists families of fallen soldiers.

Also, I think almost every Senator
has been to Walter Reed or Bethesda.
You will see parents there with their
wounded sons and daughters, husbands
and wives. There is a fund that helps
bring these people here. A lot of it is
done through other charitable organi-
zations, but we don’t want to cut the
Defense Health Program. And we don’t
want to cut the Death Gratuity Fund.

The Gregg amendment forces us to
take from our troops to fortify our bor-
ders. That is a false choice. We do not
have to choose between a secure border
and a secure military, especially at a
time when we are in a war. We can se-
cure our borders and support our mili-
tary.

As I have indicated, I am 100 percent
for securing our borders. But we can
find a better way to do it than cutting
necessary resources from the men and
women who Kkeep us safe. This is an
emergency appropriations bill. If there
were ever an emergency, it is our bor-
der with Mexico and at times the
northern border.

So I hope we can go forward with
these resources but, as with the other
things in this bill, this is an emer-
gency. Our amendment calls for spend-
ing the $2 billion, but it would fall in
line with the other matters in this bill.
It would be an emergency.

I hope Senators will vote for this,
what we call a side-by-side that I have
offered. This is the right way to do
this. I don’t think anyone should have
on his or her conscience voting an
across-the-board cut on a defense bill.
This is basically a defense bill, this
supplemental. We should not have this
on our conscience. Border security is
an emergency without any question in
my mind. I hope Senators will agree.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). The clerk will call the
roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
a statement of an agreement that has
been reached between the two leaders
regarding the votes on the pending
amendments.

I ask unanimous consent that at 12
o’clock on Wednesday, April 26, the
Senate proceed to a vote on the pend-
ing Gregg amendment, as modified, to
be followed immediately by a vote on
amendment No. 3604 on the subject of
border security offered by Senator
REID; provided further that no second-
degree amendments be in order to the
amendments and that when the Senate
resumes consideration of the bill on
Wednesday all debate time until the
votes be equally divided between the
two leaders or their designees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Democratic
leader, and I thank all Senators for
their cooperation in the consideration
of this bill today.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3594, AS MODIFIED

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Gregg
amendment be modified with the
changes at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 3594), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE  —BORDER SECURITY
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR BORDER SECURITY
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE
MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Secretary and Executive Management’
to provide funds for the Office of Policy,
$2,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is solely for a contract with an independent
non-Federal entity to conduct a needs as-
sessment for comprehensive border security:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of
the Chief Information Officer’’ to replace and
upgrade law enforcement communications,
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex-
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pended: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

UNITED STATES VISITOR AND IMMIGRATION

STATUS INDICATOR TECHNOLOGY

For an additional amount for ‘United
States Visitor and Immigration Status Indi-
cator Technology’ to accelerate biometric
database integration and conversion to 10-
print enrollment, $60,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That none of
the additional appropriations made available
under this heading may be obligated until
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives re-
ceive and approve a plan for the expenditure
of such funds: Provided further, That the en-
tire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses”, $180,000,000, of which
$80,000,000 is for border patrol vehicle re-
placement and $100,000,000 is for sensor and
surveillance technology: Provided, That none
of the additional appropriations made avail-
able under this heading may be obligated
until the Committees on Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
receive and approve a plan for expenditure of
these funds: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 402 of H. Con.
Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

AIR AND MARINE INTERDICTION, OPERATIONS,

MAINTENANCE, AND PROCUREMENT

For an additional amount for ‘““‘Air and Ma-
rine Interdiction, Operations, Maintenance,
and Procurement’ to replace air assets and
upgrade air operations facilities, $790,000,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
$40,000,000 is for helicopter replacement and
$750,000,000 is for recapitalization of air as-
sets: Provided, That none of the additional
appropriations made available under this
heading may be obligated until the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove an expenditure plan for the complete
recapitalization of Customs and Border Pro-
tection air assets and facilities: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated as
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress),
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2006.

CONSTRUCTION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion”’, $120,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That none of the addi-
tional appropriations made available under
this heading may be obligated until the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove a plan for expenditure for these funds:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’ to replace vehicles,
$80,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.
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UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Acquisition,
Construction, and Improvements’ for acqui-
sition, construction, renovation, and im-
provement of vessels, aircraft, and equip-
ment, $600,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the entire amount
is designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘“Acquisition,
Construction, Improvements, and Related
Expenses’ for construction of the language
training facility referenced in the Master
Plan and information technology infrastruc-
ture improvements, $18,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the
entire amount is designated as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 402 of H.
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE

REDUCTION IN FUNDING

SEC. . The aggregate amount provided
by chapter 3 of title I of this Act and chapter
3 of title II of this Act may not exceed
$67,062,188,000.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

ENERGY PRICES

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I would
like to make a few comments on what
is on the forefront of most people’s
minds today, especially if they have
been in their automobiles or their
trucks or driving their tractors, and
that is the rising oil prices. As the
weather heats up and families plan
their summer vacations, many are get-
ting increasingly frustrated by the ris-
ing price of gas. Every day it seems gas
prices are ticking up, and some areas of
the country gas prices have already
topped a whopping $3 per gallon. Ex-
perts tell us that these already high
prices only threaten to get worse as we
head into the summer driving months.

While we understand global supply
and demand pressures around the
world, especially China and India, are
the main culprits, it really doesn’t
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